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Figure 1. Postcards from the Collaborations exhibition, 2013, mixed media 12x12cm. Clockwise from left top left: PJ Hawkie & 
Katherine Barrand; Inga Nolan & Katherine Barrand; Brock Sibley & Katherine Barrand; Cody Joy & Katherine Barrand.  
  
Abstract 
 
This research stems from my experiences of the education system as both student and teacher, 
and is a response to the call for more opportunities to foster creativity in arts education. This 
practice-based research inquiry examines when flow moments occur during artistic doodling, how 
they can be encouraged, and reveals the potential benefits and limitations of collaborative 
doodling. This research is presented in two inquiry sections: the first being a solo-investigation; 
and the second a collaborative exploration. 
 
The initial stage of this inquiry is a solo exploration of my definition of doodling, how doodling 
became my preferred artistic process, and reflectively examines the factors that contribute to my 
experience of flow moments when creating art. An intrinsic component of this solo research was 
finding new ways to create moments of flow when working individually, and reflecting how they 
could influence and shape the second stage of the project. 
 
The second stage of this inquiry investigates doodling in collaboration with four participating 
artists. In an attempt to flesh out the spaces between conscious and unconscious artistic 
interventions, and the role that outside influences can play on the creative process, this 
collaborative inquiry developed into an examination of the factors which influence co-creation 
during different stages of art making. The framework for this second inquiry was created by 
utilising insights gained from the initial solo investigation 
 
Accordingly, this research includes multiple strands of artistic exploration, including solo works, 
works created in collaboration, and interviews with the collaborating artists involved in the project. 
Selected key solo works and all artistic collaborations are included in the body of this exegesis to 
encourage immersion in this practice based research. Beginning as an artist and incorporating 
the different roles of researcher and teacher into the work, this research is an a/r/tographical 
inquiry into the way these oftentimes overlapping identities influence and guided the research. 
The outcomes from this research include insights into my creative processes, revealing previously 
unacknowledged tensions between the need for creative control and flow. 
 
One of the most important outcomes from this research was the development of non-verbal 
conversations between artists, and the way the collaborative process has the potential to both 
encourage and hinder flow moments. This work is a self-study which incorporates others in 
relation to my own work. I believe it holds significant relevance to a wider artistic audience 
seeking a different perspective on encouraging collaborative artistic flow, and the method of 
  
collaborative doodling enacted in this research has potential applications in both formal and 
informal educational settings.    
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
 
Background 
 
Sometimes, it’s easy to pinpoint the exact time a question worthy of further investigation was 
revealed in a moment of epiphany. The questions underpinning this research however, were less 
co-operative; oftentimes elusive, they unfolded themselves un-hurrying, reluctant to condense 
into a single focus. Eventually my research became a comprehensive look at the way I as an 
educator, artist, and researcher experience moments of creative control, flow and artistic 
collaboration in an art making practice centred on the process of doodling.  
 
I became interested in practice-based research when two parts of my life collided: my art practice 
and my teaching. When I graduated from my postgraduate degree in education, I realised that I 
needed to reconcile my attitudes towards teaching students with my attitudes towards producing 
art. My emergent identity as a researcher was born from this need to investigate how best to 
approach this task. This exegesis explores the way these threads of my identity (artist, teacher 
and researcher) emerged, influence and ultimately weave together to inform this inquiry into 
collaborative doodling and flow.   
 
Self as artist 
 
My artistic journey began early in my childhood at home and in school art classes, and was firmly 
cemented as part of my identity during my undergraduate studies in fine art at university. My 
artistic practice has moved through many incarnations and has shifted over the years from 
emphasising the product of my efforts onto the process of making. This change in motivation 
crystallised during the honours year of my fine art studies and was something that coincided with 
a need to be able to create art on-demand and at short notice. I found my focus shifted to the act 
of making as I drew inspiration from the energetic drawings of Toulouse Lautrec, the geometric 
works of Jean Miro and Melinda Harper, and contemporary pop-surrealists such as Jeff Soto.  
 
Ultimately, this shift to process became a line-driven focus for me, and condensed into a form of 
doodling. Doodling is a multifarious term that encompasses everything from pattern making whilst 
distracted, to conscious repetitive line making (Andrade, 2010; Brown, 2010; Feuerring, 2012; 
Hillseth, 2012; Maclagan, 2013; Schott, 2011). The definition of doodling is further expanded in 
the following chapter, and is explored through the creation of art works in the solo and 
collaborative chapters of this exegesis. In my artistic practice, doodling is utilised as a process 
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which allows me to experience moments of flow. It is these moments of flow that can lead to 
increased and compounding creativity (Brown 2010; Dinham, 2011; Leavy, 2008; Horan, 2009, 
Sawyer, 2012). 
 
For me, the state of flow is a suspended moment in time where critical or intrusive thought is 
stopped and existence is freed from the corporeal. Time loses meaning as one is wholly absorbed 
in the process; and in that singular moment anything seems achievable - these are the moments 
that I seek. Flow moments can be achieved in any activity, and they can serve as a space where 
creativity can spawn and flourish (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988; Sawyer, 2012). I believe that there are 
different types of flow, both deep and shallow, and different ways to encounter and explore these 
moments. The differences between these types of flow are further unpacked in the literature 
review.  
 
Part of my journey as an artist has been to learning to lead artistic workshops and classes in 
schools and alternative learning environments. However, this transition from artist to teacher 
hasn’t always been smooth, or successful. Often I would feel like the compromises I had to make 
to teach, such as limited time for lessons and restrictive material availability, started to negatively 
affect outcomes for both students and myself as a teacher, and made me start to question the 
way my own artistic practice was relevant (if at all) to my teaching practice.  
 
Self as teacher 
 
I have encountered the education system as both a student and teacher in a variety of contexts, 
including the primary, secondary, higher education systems, as a specialist art teacher in 
correctional facilities, and as a trainer in the Vocational Education and Training (VET) sector. 
After the exposure to these different contexts, I was often left feeling a deep need to change 
something fundamental about the way our education system placed limits on classes and student 
learning. As an educator, I want students to feel empowered and inspired by their art practice, yet 
feeling these restrictions, I was at a loss about how to begin this journey. To begin this 
investigation I reflected back to my own experiences in education to pinpoint moments of teaching 
within similar constraints that mirrored what I wanted to achieve.  
 
During my education career, there have been a number of examples of wonderful teaching 
mentors and colleagues in all subjects from which to draw inspiration. These are not just teachers 
based in the arts, but rather they were native to all curriculum areas. However, in equal amounts, 
I have witnessed aspects of the secondary, tertiary and VET education systems that were both 
unsupportive and too rigid in their attitudes toward reform. Although not a pioneer, it was 
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comforting to discover that I was not alone in questioning the educational status quo, as the more 
I examined the reasons behind educational failings and student attrition, the more I began to 
understand just how many difficulties there are when trying to challenge an entrenched system 
(Crosling, et. al., 2009; Grebennikov, et. al., 2012), and that failure to begin to examine these 
possibilities was tantamount to admitting defeat.  
 
In examining the education system, I also wanted to get an overview of what we as teachers are 
preparing students for, as well as potential directions education could take in the near future and 
beyond. A cursory look into the literature revealed that researchers have suggested the problems 
of the twenty-first century are going to be ones for which we have no specific training (Razzouk & 
Shute, 2012; Robinson, 2009). This means that rather than rely on models of working that train 
for specific career paths, students need to be trained to be adaptable and creative enough to find 
solutions to as yet unknown problems (Robinson, 2009). This need is reflected in the increasing 
demand for creativity in Australian graduate job listings (FYA, 2105). 
 
In light of the increasing demand and need to teach for creativity, I became concerned not only 
about the best way to develop creative processes in my own arts classroom, but I also felt I 
needed to expand my awareness of the broader trends towards teaching creativity in the 
classroom and of those beyond the Australian context. To address these concerns, I initially 
investigated where arts education is situated within the school curriculum, and began to research 
into contemporary approaches to teaching for creativity within these educational settings. A more 
comprehensive unpacking of the term creativity, why it is important, and how it is currently being 
enacted within the classroom is further explored in the literature review.    
 
To reconcile my identities as artist and teacher, I began by trying to resolve the differences that I 
saw developing between my studio practice and those developing in the art classroom. I saw my 
studio as a place of creation - within it lay the freedom to experiment, feel relaxed and 
simultaneously experience excitement. It was a place where I frequently experienced being in the 
zone of art making and my artistic creativity and sense of creative control flourished.  
 
Contrastingly, I began to view the art classroom as a place where students and I were often 
hurried and subject to what I felt were contrived constraints such as strictly timed lessons and an 
inflexible curriculum, and these constraints frequently resulted in students being unproductive and 
achieving unsatisfactory outcomes. The moods of the students would waiver between hyperactive 
productivity to troubled disengagement; born from amongst other things boredom with the subject 
matter and an unsophisticated learning environment.  
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The disparities between these two art practices (studio vs. classroom) became increasingly 
conspicuous, and I began to understand that part of the difficulty stemmed from my perceptions of 
the art classroom as a separate entity from my own artistic practice. Like Lymburner (2004) and 
Porter (2003), I came to believe that an important part of the process of beginning this research 
was to start by understanding my position in relation to and within the research. To understand 
these differences, I realised that I must first examine my own artistic process to uncover what 
made it so rewarding. This is where my third identity as researcher emerged.  
 
Self as researcher 
 
Because of the multi-faceted nature of this study being based in the disciplines of education and 
fine art, I found it necessary to employ a mixture of approaches and processes to frame the 
methodological basis of this research, including that of auto-ethnography and a/r/tography. 
Rolling (2013) states, a/r/tography is in its essence a research methodology that is: “conceived of 
as an interstitial space wherein definitions and understandings combining artist, researcher, and 
teacher practices are interrogated and ruptured in a critical exchange” (p.19). From this need to 
understand the relationships between my art practice and teaching, a seed of an idea concerning 
a critical exchange emerging between my creative and educational practices began to take form.  
 
This exchange began in earnest while teaching my sometimes heavily prescribed classes, 
particularly at the post-secondary level where I longed to be able to teach for creativity. This 
desire became inextricably linked to my art practice and art training; I wanted to share my 
approach to creating and help students to realize that art is something that is not only about the 
final product, but about a way of enjoying the creative process. Like Porter (2004), I felt the desire 
to emulate my studio experiences in the classroom and share with the students the joy that art 
making could bring. As Porter (2004, p.107) states: “I want for my students what I have with my 
own art – an enjoyment and satisfaction that comes with creation for myself, not for some 
arbitrary judge…I wanted them to see themselves as artists.  Not just as art students, but as 
artists learning, just like me”. I sought a way of education through art making that allowed 
students in a variety of education systems to have the opportunity to appreciate the creative 
processes and understand the potential that has to enrich many aspects of their lives. 
 
Finally, my research question started to emerge: How can moments of flow be encouraged 
through the artistic practice of doodling? To investigate this question I needed to deeply 
interrogate my own practice (Heron, 2010; Springgay et.al. 2005), and I first endeavoured to 
critically examine the processes involved in my solo art making. I also sought out the insights, 
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collegial support and triangulation (Newman, 2006) that collaborative practice provided during art 
making and interviews (Samaras, 2011). This research is reflexive by design, in that the initial 
investigation into my solo practice informed the decisions that underpin the second collaborative 
stage of the research design. These decisions were made after reflecting on the outcomes from 
my solo investigation into medium choice, location of practice, and drawing out my understanding 
of the term doodling. The process involved in each stage is outlined in the diagram in Figure 2, 
which shows the method followed in this research to investigate and link together my interests in 
teaching, creativity, and arts practice. 
 
 
This research began with an interest in teaching, creativity and my art practice, and had two 
stages of art-making: Stage1 involved a solo-investigation of my artistic process, and Stage 2 
involved a collaborative inquiry with four artists which included artmaking and interviews.  
 
 Figure 2. Diagram of research process showing the connections between teaching, art practice and creativity. 
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Research design Stage 1: Solo-investigation  
 
After researching creativity, and some of the difficulties with promoting creativity in and outside 
the classroom (Craft, 2003; Grierson, 2011; Ewing 2012; Eisner 2002, 2003, 2005; Robinson 
2008, 2009, 2010), I decided to further my research journey through an initial examination of my 
own processes of art practice (Heron, 2010; Porter, 2004). This self-study became the first thread 
in this research. This approach of self-study has a rich history which is shared by many teacher-
educators (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001; Hannigan 2012; Heron, 2010; Porter, 2004) and is 
explored in the solo-investigation chapter.  
 
I engaged in an investigation into the process of doodling and moments of flow to create a basis 
for comparison between my own art practice (Stage 1) and what developed during the second, 
collaborative, stage of the study (Stage 2).  
 
The questions underpinning the solo-investigation into my artistic practice were: 
 
• Are there optimal conditions for my art practice to take place, and how are these linked to 
aspects of peak creativity and flow?  
• How does doodling feature in my work?  
 
The examination of my process helped identify and contextualise my daily practice, and ultimately 
influenced the later design stages of the research (Stage 2). As art making was the main source 
of investigation and data collection in this research, it became clear that my study involved an 
auto-ethnographic or “living inquiry” into a way of art making (Heron, 2010; Springgay et.al. 2005).  
 
Research design Stage 2: Collaborative investigation  
 
Stage 2 of this research extended the self-study examination of artist/researcher/teacher identity 
from Stage 1, and these identities became interwoven and examined through a collaborative lens 
of art-making. As Ellis et. al. (2010, p.9) state: 
 
Autoethnographers must not only use their methodological tools and research literature to 
analyze experience, but also must consider ways others may experience similar 
epiphanies; they must use personal experience to illustrate facets of cultural experience, 
and, in so doing, make characteristics of a culture familiar for insiders and outsiders.  
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As my research involves auto-ethnographic study (referred to as self-study in this research), the 
way I create art, and respond to the collaborative process forms the foundation of this research. 
Additionally, the way the collaborators influenced my experience and respond in turn to the 
activity of collaborative doodling is examined.  
 
My inquiry involves a “living inquiry” in that it invites a conscious altering of my perceptions of self. 
Being positioned as inquirer, I have endeavoured to consistently evaluate and re-evaluate my 
actions and the perceptions of them, with my research informing my work, and my work informing 
my research. Although not the sole focus of this research, this was done by examining my own 
artistic practice and through the examination of collaborative practice with other artists. To 
support my investigation I have also sought external information and viewpoints on the work 
created in the collaborative stages of the research in the form of interviews and public exhibition 
of the works. Along with other researchers, (Heron, 2010; Springgay et al., 2005) I believe that 
this continual questioning of oneself and of the research is the key to unlocking effective research 
practice. Irwin and Springgay (2008) affirm this questioning stance, stating that:  
 
Practitioners [of A/r/tography] are interested in an ongoing quest for knowledge, and this 
active stance to knowledge creation through questioning informs their practice, making 
their inquiry timely, emergent, generative and responsive to all those involved (p.xxiii).  
 
It is from this “questing” position, of de-centring - to bring other voices into the inquiry - which the 
second half of my research began to emerge in the form of collaborative interviews and art 
making. I chose to work with four collaborating artists on this project, producing four works with 
each, and following up with unstructured interviews and a public exhibition of the works.  
 
The research questions from Stage 2 of the research emerged as: 
• Are there optimal conditions for collaborative doodling, to take place and how are these 
linked to aspects of peak creativity and flow?  
• What are the shifts in identity are experienced when working collaboratively? 
• How does collaborative practice influence relationships? 
 
Although this research involves participants drawn from the post-secondary environment, the 
issues identified in the secondary education environment are of considerable relevance to this 
investigation. Insights gathered during this study will be referred back to the current pedagogical 
need for creativity in the education system and these links are unpacked in the discussion chapter 
of this research.  
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Weaving the artist/researcher/teacher identities together 
 
These two stages of investigation culminated in two separate public exhibitions, two years apart, 
with the solo exhibition taking place in November 2012 and the collaborative exhibition in 
November 2014. The art made during this period underpins this research and photographs of the 
works are included in this exegesis. The gap between exhibitions allowed for an intense period of 
self-reflection into the changing role that my creative work and assumptions about teaching for 
creativity have played in this research, and the influence the research has had on making 
moments of creativity and flow.  
 
The central thread for this research requires that these solo and collaborative inquiries are tied 
back to the educational context. In tying the experiences of the solo and collaborative 
investigations together, the research needed address the final question: How can collaborative 
doodling be used effectively in the classroom to encourage creativity and flow moments? 
 
As a result of my preliminary investigation, it was clear that rather than seeing my own practice-
based research as the definitive answer to what is a complex and often-debated problem, this 
research would instead become part of the larger global investigation into addressing the need to 
enhance creativity within the 21st century education system. Indeed, the way forward involves a 
range of approaches based on research, each approach contributing valuable knowledge. 
Accordingly, I see my own examination research on collaborative creativity and flow as a small 
but useful contribution to this larger investigation. 
 
In Chapter 3 I define the methodological boundaries of my research and outline the methods and 
processes which provide the framework this research. I outline the design of the two research 
inquiries and discuss the ethical implications and how the data is analysed.  
 
The artworks created from Stage 1 of this research, the self-study exploring my artistic process, 
are examined in the Chapter 4 and findings are linked to the design of the second, collaborative 
stage of the research.    
 
The findings of Stage 2, the collaborative art making section of the research, are detailed in the 
Chapter 5, and further unpacked in the discussion in Chapter 6.  
 
These understandings are then linked back to the educational context examined in the literature. 
Further discussion on potential implications of the research, future research directions and 
concluding remarks are explored in Chapter 7.  
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During the first stage of the research I realised that there were gaps in my knowledge about the 
processes behind doodling and how to define creativity and flow. In the following chapter, I 
examine the literature relating to these definitions, and I discuss approaches to collaborative 
practice and the educational context which served as the grounding force of this research.  
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review 
 
As outlined in the previous chapter, this exegesis investigates the way collaborative doodling may 
be used in the classroom to enhance moments of flow and creativity. However, doodling as a 
cognitive process is not entirely understood, has no agreed-upon purpose or definition, and rather 
than being an easily definable artistic practice, is in fact a complex activity with many variations 
and interpretations (Andrade, 2010; Brown, 2011, 2014; Feuerring, 2012; Hillseth, 2012; 
Maclagan, 2013; Schott, 2011). To place the concept of collaborative doodling within a wider 
educational context, this chapter unpacks the relevant literature that relates to this seemingly 
innocuous method of creating. As the scope of this research encompasses many different 
disciplines of study, I have drawn upon a broad range of source material including from the 
disciplines of fine art, education, sociology, cognitive neuroscience and psychology. 
 
To stitch together these different areas of research, this chapter begins with a review of the 
literature relating to the definition of creativity, which includes an understanding of the relationship 
that creativity has to flow moments, and how creativity is both regarded and enacted in the 
classroom. This chapter then examines the different cognitive and artistic processes of doodling, 
links doodling with flow moments, and unpacks the concept of group flow and collaborative 
practice. 
 
Creativity  
 
According to Sawyer (2012) creativity is a concept that is difficult to define. This is 
understandable, as the word “creativity” has been widely used by many different scholars and lay 
individuals alike with varying interpretations and inferred meanings (Eisner, 2005a; Ewing, 2012; 
Guildford, 1959; Robinson, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011; Runco, 2006; Torrance & Torrance, 1973). In 
education, there is a significant groundswell of research that began in earnest in the 1950’s with 
research by Guildford (1959), continuing on to contemporary research by academics such as 
Robinson (2009), Runco (2006, 2008, 2014), and Sawyer (2011, 2012).  
 
The focus on creativity as an “omnipotent presence” (Sawyer, 2012) is central to the 21st century 
curriculum debates since there is nothing more important to new discoveries and research as 
creative thinking (Robinson, 2009; Sawyer, 2012). According to Dietrich and Kanso (2010) “all 
progress and innovation depends on our ability to change existing thinking patterns, break with 
the present, and build something new” (p.822). This dependency has created a large demand for 
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modern research into creativity and the enhancement of creative thinking abilities (Robinson 
2009; Runco, 2006, 2008; Runco & Acar, 2010; Sawyer 2012). 
 
Guilford (1950), who is largely credited with being the first academic to study in-depth the idea of 
creativity and creative productivity in children, saw creativity as a necessity of problem solving, 
stating that “when a person has no learned or practiced solution to a problem, some degree of 
creativity is required” (p.57). Expanding upon the value and process of creative thinking, Torrance 
& Torrance (1973), described it as: 
 
A natural human process in which a person becomes aware of a problem, difficulty, or gap 
in information for which he has no learned response; searches for possible solutions from 
his own past experiences and those of others; formulates hypotheses about possible 
solutions; evaluates these possible solutions and tests them; modifies them and retests 
them; and communicates the results to others. (p.6) 
 
This definition of creativity incorporates the terminology of divergent thinking, a concept with 
which it is closely associated. Guildford’s (1959) research into creativity signalled a rise to 
prominence of the term divergent production, which espoused the value of being uniquely able to 
devise a wide variety of responses that were not necessarily dependant on the information given. 
When examined through a contemporary lens, the terminology of divergent production can be 
viewed as an interchangeable term for the more commonly used divergent thinking (Dinham 
2011; Robinson 2008).  
 
Guildford (1959), also associated divergent thinking with creative thinking. This association was 
elaborated on by Torrance and Torrance (1973), who stated that divergent thinking is 
“characterized by originality and flexibility of response” (p.41). Guildford (1977), identified the 
characteristics of divergent production as highlighted fluency, flexibility, originality, and 
elaboration. Guildford (1977), and Torrance and Torrance (1973) were in agreement that two 
main elements of divergent production/thinking are both flexibility and originality. However, there 
is a potential requirement for both types of thinking for a creative idea to come into existence 
(Torrance & Torrance, 1973).  
 
Divergent thinking is commonly referred to as ‘lateral thinking’, which was a term coined by de 
Bono in 1967. De Bono (1985) further incorporated creative thinking into the “Six Thinking Hats” 
model of problem solving in which each hat represents a different type of thinking, creativity being 
represented as just one element of these - the others being: managing, information, emotions 
discernment, and optimistic response. The combination of thinking styles outlined by de Bono 
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(1985) is an expansion of the divergent/convergent thinking combination which Torrance and 
Torrance (1973) described as necessary for creative thinking to take place.  
 
Similarly to Torrance and Torrance (1973), educational leader, Sir Ken Robinson focuses on 
divergent thinking as the key ingredient for developing creativity: "[d]ivergent thinking ... is an 
essential capacity for creativity. It's the ability to see lots of possible answers to a question, lots of 
possible ways to interpret a question, to think laterally, to think not just in linear or convergent 
ways, to see multiple answers, not one"  (Robinson, 2010). What is clear from these studies is 
that creativity is a vital thinking process, and one that is critical to nurture within an educational 
context (de Bono, 1985; Dinham, 2011; Guildford, 1959; Robinson, 2010; Torrance & Torrance, 
1973)    
 
Approaches and issues with teaching creativity 
 
The period of the 1970s was pivotal to research into creativity, as researchers during this time 
established foundations for the contemporary studies cited in this research. It was during this 
period that some academics became focused on not only defining what creativity was, but 
extended the scope of their research to examine whether teaching creativity was even possible or 
realistic. These researchers began this task by seeking to expand the knowledge surrounding 
creative thinking in an educational context (Allen 1969; Torrance, 1963, 1995; Torrance & Myers, 
1970; Torrance & Torrance, 1973; Wallach & Kogan 1965).  
 
The resounding answer was that creativity could be taught, but different scholars pursued 
different paths, which resulted in several different approaches emerging and becoming popular in 
the 1950s and ‘60s, each with competing stresses and perspectives. Torrance and Torrance 
(1973) reviewed many of the competing theories of the time, and developed a ranking system that 
measured the effectiveness of particular interventions. The most productive approach to teaching 
creativity that was one that offered a structured activity in combination with appropriate incentives 
(motivation) that involved both thinking and emotion, and teacher and peer interaction. As 
Torrance and Torrance (1973) stated, “motivating and facilitating conditions certainly make a 
difference in creative functioning but differences seem greatest and most predictable when 
deliberate teaching is involved” (p.46). 
 
The least successful approach was concerned with facilitating appropriate curricular and 
administrative arrangements such as the streaming of students according to talent level. One of 
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the more substantial findings of research was that Torrance and Torrance (1973) analysed 
several experiments into divergent thinking and found that:  
 
Divergent thinking, characterized by originality and flexibility of response, occurred more 
frequently following the sessions having jointly-determined structure. Convergent thinking, 
defined as conceptually accurate, consensually validated responses, was more frequent 
following sessions wherein the structure had been pre-determined by the teacher. (p.41) 
 
These results indicate that having input into the design of the task has the potential to result in 
better creativity outcomes, which can be viewed as an early indicator of the success that a 
collaborative approach to creativity may have. What is clear from the research, is that the 
resulting successes at the time were also viewed somewhat cautiously, with even the most well 
designed lesson plan being unable to guarantee increased capacity for creative thinking 
(Torrance & Torrance, 1973). There are a number of possible reasons for this, including student 
personality and capacity for divergent thinking, motivation, fear of failing, lack of curriculum time 
and appreciation of the time required for the incubation of ideas (Houtz & Speedie 1978; McRae, 
1987; Robinson, 2009). 
 
Another significant issue regarding measuring creativity (in the form of divergent thinking) is that 
the tests themselves appear to be a somewhat unreliable indicator of creative thinking ability 
(Houtz and Speedie, 1978; McRae, 1987; Robinson, 2001; Runko & Akar, 2010). The tests 
created are designed primarily to test for divergent thinking capabilities, which is an important 
element of creativity is not the sole factor determining success (Runko & Akar, 2010). Ultimately, 
these divergent thinking tests were viewed as unreliable, and this was identified by Houtz and 
Speedie (1978) as a serious error in the concept of testing for divergent thinking fluency due to 
the fact that “a large number and variety of ideas may be generated without the necessity of 
either the identification of new information of the evaluation of ideas in terms of the original 
problem statement” (p.853).  
 
Another limitation of these tests is the very real possibility that experience and practice plays a 
large role in the ability to think divergently as one ages (Robinson, 2008; Runko & Akar, 2010). 
It is important to remember that general knowledge and formulas will only get an individual so 
far before they must engage in creative thinking practices to discover new solutions to the as 
yet unidentified problems (Robinson, 2008). Being unfamiliar with the creative thinking process 
can be a fundamental roadblock for students when pursuing originality in the art classroom.  
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As an art teacher, I have observed links between students’ initial approaches to the project and 
the relative originality of the outcome; those that experiment more at the beginning of class 
generally produce more ‘original’ work. McRae (1987), claims there is a direct link between 
divergent thinking practices and originality in creative products, and claims that “the novelty and 
originality of creative productions imply both an ability to think fluently and flexibly and an 
inclination to do so” (p. 2). One of the most productive ways I have found to motivate students to 
engage in creative thinking practices is to remove measured (graded) success, and have 
students understand that there is freedom to fail (or to succeed differently). An example of this 
was a guided drawing class I led where students were encouraged to take an experimental 
approach to the task. While tentative at first, students soon engaged in the task whole-heartedly 
and exclaimed at the end of the session that the felt like they were ‘in the zone’.  Many of the 
artistic outcomes produced were lacking in formal artistic merit (balance, focus and 
cohesiveness), yet the inventiveness of the outcomes - the originality of the designs - were far 
greater than what were normally produced in a regular session. Ultimately, the success of this 
class or the way the session ‘flowed’ can be attributed to the encouragement of experimentation 
and allowing the students the freedom to use a different measure of success.  
 
Some of the benefits of creativity were found to be attributed to the way that people experience 
moments of flow, or being “in the zone” when being at their most creative (Csikszentmihalyi, 
1990; Sawyer, 2012). The concept of flow was defined by Csikszentmihalyi in 1990. The study 
investigated discovery-oriented behaviour and the originality of creative products, and the findings 
of the study suggest that the higher an artist’s flexibility during the initial approach to tasks, the 
higher the originality of creative output in the final product. Discussing an artist’s choices when 
creating a drawing from a still life set Csikszentmihalyi and Getzel (1971) claim that:   
 
The manifest process of conceiving and executing a graphic work or art can be observed 
more easily than almost any other processes involving creativity; the steps in the process 
lend themselves readily to observation and analysis in terms of the discovery model; and 
the outcome of the process, that is the finished work of art, can be assessed as to its 
creative value with reasonable reliability. (p.48)  
 
The above statement relies on two fundamental concepts: the idea that the work produced is a 
true indicator of the creator’s process and that there is a reliable measure of creativity. Marking 
student work is a subjective process, and this is highlighted in Buscaglia’s (1982) tree analogy, 
where the only reliable way to receive high marks in class was to emulate the teacher’s 
interpretation of a tree, and anything which challenged this interpretation was actively 
discouraged. This analogy has an important message - assessing for creativity can be difficult 
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and teachers can sometimes favour conformity over creative solutions. Although Dweck (2005), 
suggests that anybody can be taught new ways of learning, it does need to be acknowledged that 
teaching for creativity is not a simple undertaking.  
 
Teachers themselves have to be incredibly flexible and creative in their approaches in order to do 
so (Craft, 2003; Dewey, 1938). Robinson (2011) also suggests that teaching creativity is not 
something that is a free-for-all activity, as creativity is a complex skill that demands high levels of 
organisation and commitment. Essentially, creativity is a process that is one of the most valuable 
assets we possess (Guilford, 1959), yet is a discipline of inquiry that requires “skill, knowledge 
and control” (Robinson, 2009, p.23). What is clear from the literature is that there is a need for 
students to understand that the creative process is just as important as the final outcome, 
especially in the art classroom (ACARA, 2011).  
 
Despite the apparent flaws with measuring creativity, studies surrounding the ability of people to 
think divergently suggest a similar trend, - as one ages, divergent thinking ability, a crucial 
element of creative thinking, plummets (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Land & Jarman, 1993; 
Robinson, 2008; Weisberg, 1986).  This assertion is confirmed by the longitudinal study by Land 
and Jarman, (1993) in which creativity tests were administered to 1600 children at ages five, ten 
and fifteen, and a separate group of 280,000 adults. An astounding 98 percent of those children 
when tested between three and five years-old were considered to possess genius levels of 
creativity. This figure dropped to 32 percent when tested using the identical test five years after 
the first, and then dropped again to only ten percent, five years subsequent to testing. A mere 
two percent of the group of 280,000 adults aged over twenty-five were considered as 
possessing a highly creative capacity (Land & Jarman, 1992, p. 153). This sharp decline in 
creative divergent thinking capacity has been attributed to the pressure to conform, which 
Maslow (2013, p. 182) identified as something often due to the process of enculturation, which 
as Land and Jarman (1992) attest may be able to be mitigated by “retaining or recapturing the 
simple playfulness of a child” (p.154).  
 
Why teaching creativity is important 
 
The dramatic decrease in creative thinking capacity as one ages highlights the urgency to create 
and implement approaches that encourage creative thinking through not only the formative years 
in education, but also to create interventions which have the potential to improve creativity 
beyond the classroom (Land & Jarman, 1993; Robinson, 2008). Contemporary research suggests 
that education systems such as those in Australia, the UK and the USA are not working to their 
full potential (Isaksen et al., 1993; Robinson, 2009, 2010, 2011; Eisner, 2002; Dinham, 2011). 
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Despite the conclusion that our current model of education is fallible, there seems to be a 
sluggish response to calls for change (Robinson 2010). Research suggests that educational 
needs are vastly different from a century ago when the core demand of schools was the need for 
workers in the industrial revolution (Robinson, 2011). Schools in the early 20th century produced 
these “drone” workers through a prescription of rote learning to encourage information retention 
and corporal punishment to encourage motivation (Robinson, 2011).  
 
Today, rote learning is something that has decreasing popularity amongst many researchers 
(Pink, 2005; Eisner, 2005a; Robinson, 2005, 2009; Ewing, 2012) as the need to remember sets of 
facts has been replaced by easy access to information (Pink, 2005). Pink (2005) stipulates that 
society is shifting to a world that will increasingly favour and reward creative thinkers as the world 
becomes quickly automated. Creativity and lateral thinking is also viewed as being an (arguably) 
fundamental requirement for entrepreneurship, innovation and problem solving practices (Birla, 
2014; Blanchard, 2010; Grierson, 2011; Kao, 1989, 1991; Krumboltz & Worthington,1999; Morris 
et al., 2014). There has also been a sharp increase in the demand for creativity in job adverts for 
recent university graduates (FYA, 2015). 
 
Yet the educational model we rely upon is, in essence, the same as it was nearly 100 years ago - 
school times between 9am-3pm, 7-9 periods of different classes, 40 weeks of the year, similar 
class size of 30 students (Robinson, 2011). Robinson (2009) sums up this discrepancy:     
 
The challenges we currently face are without precedent. More people live on this planet 
now than at any other time in history. The world's population has doubled in the past 30 
years. We're facing an increasing strain on the world's natural resources. Technology is 
advancing at a headlong rate of speed. It's transforming how people work, think, and 
connect. It’s transforming our cultural values. (p.3) 
 
One way to face these challenges is the need to develop flexibility in their approach to problem 
solving (ACARA, 2011; Robinson, 2009; Wielgosz & Imms, 2007). This flexibility of approach is 
often referred to as divergent thinking (Torrance & Torrance, 1973; Robinson, 2009) which is an 
element of the broader context of creativity (Robinson, 2008; Runco, 2008; Sawyer, 2011). Ewing 
(2012), along with other eminent education researchers (Eisner, 2005a; Robinson, 2010) has also 
identified a discord between current research trends into teaching for creativity, and the 
continuing privileging of memory-based or rote learning in the physical classroom and in 
educational policy. Ewing (2012) also stresses the importance of “developing our students as 
active, critically literate imaginative learners and thinkers” (p.36). Placing the importance on the 
teaching for creativity is a position supported by Clifford (2011) who highlights some of the pitfalls 
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of teaching creativity alongside the pressures of teaching to optimise scores on a standardised 
test such as the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) test: 
 
In an era in which the ‘My School’ website publishes school achievement in terms of 
quantified, NAPLAN style data, the notion of teaching to the test, which, in the case of 
creative writing, ignores ideas, drafts, revisions and editing in favour of one, finished 
piece, how are educators ensuring that creativity is being nurtured, rather than 
discouraged? (p.7) 
 
While the current education system is somewhat geared away from teaching creativity, there are 
many proposed approaches to developing creativity in students (Clifford, 2011). These 
approaches range from debates for an arts centred/led curriculum (Eisner, 2005; Ewing 2012); to 
integration of teaching creativity within specific subjects (Adoniou, 2013; Andrade, 2010); to 
addressing creativity across the whole curriculum, an approach that Robinson (2009) favours, 
insisting that there are no subjects in a school environment that exist without creativity at the core 
for invention and progress. While the method of inclusion in the curriculum is debated, most 
academics are in agreement that teaching for creativity is something that all teachers should 
strive for (Craft, 2003; Eisner, 2002, 2003, 2005; Ewing, 2012; Grierson, 2011; Robinson, 2008, 
2009, 2010).  
 
While there seems to be a natural tendency for teaching creativity to be at home in the arts 
(Eisner, 2002), the arts don’t have sole ownership over teaching creativity and creative thinking 
(Grierson, 2011; Sefton-Green & Sinker, 2000). Grierson (2011), further notes that creativity is 
vital for advancement in most fields such as science, business and industry to advance 
technology and innovation. However, Ewing (2012), stresses that there is a clearly defined and 
important relationship between art, imagination and creativity. This is a position that Eisner (2002, 
2005a) strongly supports. Eisner takes the view that the arts are uniquely situated to foster 
creativity. While acknowledging that creativity is important in all aspects of education, Eisner 
(2002) suggests that art is the natural home of creativity, and goes one step further to state that 
the Arts should be core to curriculum design. In suggesting this Eisner (2005a) makes it clear that 
the arts are more than just teaching someone to draw and reference. He goes on to point out that 
more than any other traditional subject, the arts can teach self-reliance and problem solving 
(Eisner, 2005a).   
 
Eisner elaborates on this proposition stating that the arts “teach students to act and to judge in 
the absence of rule, to rely on feel, to pay attention to nuance, to act and appraise the 
consequences of one’s choices and to revise and then to make other choices” (Eisner, 2005a). 
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Thomson and Sefton-Green (2011, p.166) refer to the arts as part of the divergent 
thinking/creativity matrix concerned with “problem finding and problem definition”. What makes 
the arts particularly suited for measuring creativity (in the form of divergent thinking ability) is that 
the arts can produce visually accessible products that can serve as evidence of the creative 
thinking process (Eisner, 2002). Ewing (2012) also describes the importance of an arts-led 
curriculum for creativity: 
 
…quality arts processes and experiences enable children, and adults, to work outside 
traditional boundaries/work outside the square but only when they feel comfortable to take 
risks because they feel trusted and only when they have developed the skills to work 
collaboratively. We often think of creativity as an individual quality and yet lots of creative 
activity is actually a collaborative enterprise. (p.10)  
 
While it seems that Ewing’s (2012) arts-led and Eisner’s (2005) arts-centred curriculum would 
negate the ‘arts vs. other subject’ mentality, the argument that the arts belong at the centre of the 
curriculum is at odds with current curriculum trends which have tended to marginalise the arts 
(Collins, 2010). Despite this, some teacher/researchers are keen to investigate ways that subjects 
can be more integrated with each other within the broader Primary and Secondary curriculum. An 
example of this integration of arts within other subjects is the use of doodling and drawing into 
science (Andrade, 2010) and English (Adoniou, 2013) classrooms.  
 
In conjunction with traditional science methods, doodling and drawing has been found to help 
students understand and retain information in the science classroom (Andrade, 2010), while 
Adoniou’s (2013) research highlighted the success of bringing the practice of drawing into the 
English class. Both Andrade’s (2010) and Adoniou’s (2013) research highlight the desire for there 
to be an integration of differing subjects in the classroom to yield positive outcomes, and the 
willingness of educators to create exercises that encourage opportunities for creative thinking to 
occur. However, it is important to realise that the arts have their own identity, and we have to be 
careful of the tendency to make art the “handmaiden” for other areas of the curriculum (Roy et al., 
2010).  
 
It is clear that creativity is becoming an ever-sought after commodity (FYA, 2015; Pink, 2005) that 
educators should seek ways to teach for creativity and that the arts are a place where creativity 
can flourish (Eisner, 2002; Ewing, 2012; Roy, 2010). In the broader school context, Craft (2003), 
identifies multiple potential barriers to fostering creativity in educational settings which include 
“difficulties of terminology, conflicts between policy and practice, limitations in curriculum 
organisation, and limitations stemming from a centrally controlled pedagogy” (p.124). As a 
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response to some of these difficulties, in recent years researchers have put forward a range of 
alternative ways to encourage both artistic and whole curriculum creativity. These include creating 
partnerships between students, teachers, educational institutions and outside agencies (Selkrig & 
Keamy, 2009), modelling behaviour (Porter, 2004) and the previously mentioned subject specific 
interventions (Adoniou, 2013; Andrade, 2010). The following section will discuss some examples 
of ways to develop creativity through the practice of motivating students and partnership 
formation. 
 
Motivation and partnerships 
 
A way of addressing the need for creativity identified above is illustrated in Porter’s (2004) 
phenomenological investigation documenting the outcomes arising from bringing her own artistic 
practice into the classroom to model behaviour to students. This resulted in a successful 
transformation of the classroom into a studio, and also resulted in an identity shift in Porter’s view 
of herself as a teacher/artist. Porter (2004) describes the benefits of modelling behaviour with her 
students: 
 
Students are now more likely to see themselves as artists because the space has 
changed. This is no longer just a classroom, but a studio. This is no longer just a school 
space, but their space. And as such I am no longer just a teacher, but a teacher-artist. 
Together we ask hard questions and delve deeply into explorations for greater 
understanding. In a school where negativity for anything school related seems the norm, 
this personal connection to a space and this shift in thinking about an authority figure 
seemed essential to get students to look at their learning differently. (p.109-110) 
 
This learning development and newfound motivation for deeper learning experiences indicates 
that teachers who are practicing artists are perceived as not only more competent at their jobs, 
but students also find them both more inspiring and motivational (Porter, 2004). Although Runco 
stipulates that creativity often comes from intrinsic motivation (Runco 2014, P. 183), this type of 
practice also has the effect of creating an environment where motivation can flourish, by providing 
a dynamic where students view the learning experience as less authoritarian-driven and more of 
a partnership in learning.  
 
Student motivation can be encouraged through implementing thoughtful teaching strategies, and 
one of the easiest ways to do so is to identify and explain the benefits of each exercise so that the 
students are able to find real life motivation to be engaged in their work (Dweck, 2005; Guilford, 
1959). Brown (2014) stipulates that planning an activity that is not intimidating to participants, and 
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creating a situation that is somewhat novel has the power to create positive learning outcomes. 
By combining a new and somewhat novel teaching approach with a style of making that caters for 
a wide variety of technical capabilities, explaining the benefits of the processes underpinning the 
lesson, and understanding the role that relationships and modelling behaviour has in the learning 
process, educators have the potential to wield a powerful tool to foster motivation and creativity in 
the classroom.       
  
An additional approach to encouraging motivation is through the formation of creative 
partnerships. According to Baugley (2007) motivation can be found through the act of 
collaboration, and although collaboration has a rich history in art making, investigating current 
educational contexts is crucial to understand contemporary collaborative practice focused on 
fostering creativity. One example of creative partnerships are the collaborations that occur 
between educational groups and the community. As discussed by Selkrig and Keamy (2009), 
these creative partnerships share some similarities to Porter’s (2004) in that there is an ability for 
learners and educators to see a contextualised practice, which can result in increased motivation 
for students through deeper learning experiences. Yet despite both a Victorian Government 
(Department of Education and Early Childhood Development) inquiry into collaboration among 
schools, and an Australian Government inquiry into teacher education (which found partnerships 
in teacher education to be beneficial), Selkrig and Keamy (2009) have identified that:  
 
‘Creativity’ was not explicitly considered in either report; nor were ‘creative partnerships’, 
though it would be foolish to assume that just because they were omitted from the 
research that creative partnerships do not have the potential to contribute to better 
outcomes for students...such oversights, however, suggest that although there is an 
increasing realisation that students in schools will become inspired to identify with success 
by being exposed to stimulating learning environment that communities have the potential 
to provide (Black, 2008a), some sorts of partnerships or networks appear to be privileged 
over others. (p.190) 
 
Greater recognition of the role that creative partnerships can play in generating positive student 
outcomes, could be beneficial for encouraging creativity in schools. However, Selkrig and Keamy 
(2009) acknowledge that such relationships are sometimes difficult to foster and that it can be 
difficult, especially initially, to find the mutual benefit for both the education facility and the outside 
partner (Selkrig & Keamy, 2009). The larger, more formalised partnerships identified by Selkrig 
and Keamy (2009) could potentially be bolstered by internal partnerships within an educational 
facility; for example teaching for creativity with a focus on developing stronger partnerships and 
collaborations between students (De Eça et. al., 2012), and stronger partnerships between 
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students and teachers. When these internal partnerships are combined with a novel approach 
(such as doodling) they can have positive outcomes for fostering creativity and motivation (Brown, 
2014; Robinson, 2001, 2009, 2010).  
 
Incubation time and fear of failure 
 
As suggested above there are always potential difficulties with any innovative practice.  Potential 
difficulties that can impact on developing creative initiatives and student motivation include a lack 
of incubation time between learning tasks, and a fear of failure (Eisner, 2005; Horan, 2009; 
Krashen, 2001; Robinson, 2001, 2009, 2010; Runco, 2014). Incubation time describes the time 
required to ponder and subconsciously process information, and is well-established in education 
literature and has a rich history in art making (Eisner, 2005; Horan, 2009; Robinson, 2001, 2009, 
2010; Runco, 2014; Wallas, 1926).  
 
Including incubation or downtime in the curriculum can allow for the fostering of creativity through 
breaks between learning (Runco, 2014). Runco (2014, p. 360) states that “it may be that 
playfulness will lead to original solutions” and believes that incubation, which often happens 
during moments of play, can lead to creative thinking. The concept of incubation time is 
sometimes compared to that of meditative practice, which has the potential to allow the brain to 
make links between information. As Horan (2009) states:  
 
[h]ypothetically, unfettered focus on a problem under conditions of very low cortical 
arousal could allow attention (intention) to approach, transiently, the state of a fixed point 
attractor (e.g., high coherence) within the brain’s chaotic neural environment, thereby 
attracting synchronized informational patterns toward the problem set that are both novel 
and appropriate.” (p.216)  
 
A lack of this crucial incubation time has been attributed to the design of the classes and packed 
timetabling of the curriculum (Eisner, 2005; Robinson, 2001, 2009, 2010).  
It is not just a lack of understanding of the importance of incubation time that can inhibit creativity, 
a fear of failing is commonly identified as being inhibitive of creative thinking by participants 
(Brown, 2014). Brown (2014) addresses this in her corporate collaborative doodling exercises by 
trying to remove artistic value judgements on the output of the work created in her workshops. 
However, removing this fear of failing can be a complex and difficult task. This is in part due to the 
differences in personalities being receptive to new experiences, especially experiences that might 
include an element of failure as integral to their design.  
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McRae (1987) claims there are personality differences between those that are open to 
experience, or “open individuals” and those that are denoted as “closed individuals”. According to 
McRae (1987), closed personalities are less open to new experiences, as they are more 
comfortable in following the tried and true path and those individuals with “closed personalities” 
have “little incentive to try the new…and little motivation to be creative” (p.3). It is my contention 
that by decreasing the fear of failure through the removal of value judgements, activities such as 
doodling have the potential to engage these more challenging personalities. Several researchers 
(Brock, 1983; Brown, 2014; Robinson, 2010), agree that the reduction of fear of failure is critical 
to achieving a more cohesive learning environment, and is vital for students to begin engaging in 
divergent thinking and creative practices. However, I do not consider that the fear of failure is 
something that should be completely avoided. Along with Csikszentmihalyi (1990), incorporating 
an element of challenge associated with a task is vital if students are to be wholly engaged.  
 
Sometimes, the art classroom is viewed as a place of incubation and retreat, and even an 
escape from the other, apparently more rigorous parts of the school curriculum (Eisner, 2002). 
Arts activities have the potential not only to actively encourage creative outputs, but also to 
serve as a period of incubation time. The artistic practice of doodling is a creative process that 
helps me to enter into “the zone” or what Csikszentmihalyi (1990) refers to as a state of flow. 
Maslow (1968) describes this zone as “peak-experience”, and states that in these experiences 
may result in “increased openness to experience, and increased spontaneity and 
expressiveness. Additionally, since one aspect of this integration within the person is the 
acceptance and greater availability of our deeper selves, these deep roots of 
creativeness…become more available for use” (p. 141).The activity to encourage these flow 
moments doesn’t need to be arts-based, a chef may well experience the same state of flow in 
their work as an artist does with doodling (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Maslow, 2013). However, I 
along with Brown (2014), I believe that for the novice artist, doodling in comparison to oil 
painting requires comparatively less training to experience moments of flow and a sense of 
accomplishment. This is partly due to perceptions that there is a higher chance of failing to 
successfully produce a portrait, than there is to produce a doodle (Brown, 2014). However, it is 
important to note that I also view doodling as a valid artistic process, and one that can produce 
accomplished and successful work. It is to this focus on doodling - and its legitimacy - that I now 
turn my attention. 
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Doodling 
 
The research on doodling is fractured and incomplete. Different scholars have different 
perceptions about what doodling is depending on their disciplinary background. Doodling can be 
viewed as a process situated on a continuum somewhere between scribbling and drawing 
(Maclagan, 2013). Researchers from psychology and neuroscience tend to view the concept of 
doodling as a subconscious process (Andrade, 2010). Research stemming from business 
literature often defines doodling as a deliberate act, which can be harnessed for problem solving 
(Brown, 2014). Arts-based researchers tend to vary in their interpretation from using it as an 
activity to free up practice (Hillseth, 2012); to being a type of technique that can be utilized to 
create final art forms (Feuerring, 2012).  
 
Many doodling resources have emerged in recent years, including books such as ‘The Modern 
Art Doodle Book‘ (2012), that encourages children to doodle; and ‘The Street Art Doodle Book’ 
(2010), a colouring book of contemporary street artist’s work. Maclagan (2013) describes these 
resources as generally lacking in a deeper perspective of what it means to doodle, and failing to 
significantly contribute to the historical and cultural understanding of the practice.  
 
Definitions of doodling in common use have links to both creative and psychological processes. 
The Oxford Dictionary suggests doodling as a “...rough drawing made absent mindedly” (v1.2, 
2012); while the Cambridge Dictionary suggests it is to draw pictures or patterns while thinking 
about something else or when you are bored” (v.1, 2012). Notably, I had difficulty finding direct 
references to this practice in art dictionaries, with the closest reference being in the Oxford Art 
Dictionary who described a form of doodling known as Automatism as a “...method of painting or 
drawing in which conscious control is suppressed, allowing the subconscious to take over” (Grove 
Art Online, 2012). 
 
The Oxford (2012) definition of doodling above, states that the practice of doodling is something 
that is meant to be “rough” or completed without thought -“absent mindedly”. Whereas the 
Cambridge (2012) definition only allows the process of doodling to take place either when already 
engrossed in something else or suffering from boredom. What is interesting about these 
definitions is that it reveals there is inherent value judgements present in the definition of 
doodling, and that engaging in doodling is something that is often regarded as either a childish 
activity at worst, or pointless at best (Brown, 2014). Maclagan (2013) succinctly sums up this 
assumption of doodling as an inferior art practice stating “in some ways doodling occupies a 
cultural ghetto; it is trivialized and insulated from the wider world of art, and its popular published 
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versions are usually numbingly condescending” (p. 73). A strong criticism of these dictionary 
definitions of doodling is that they lack complexity and nuance. My research reveals that the very 
concept of doodling is inherently complex. From the literature it is clear that doodling can fit 
different purposes, and be either consciously or subconsciously engaged in, depending on the 
focus of the area of research - be it psychology, fine art or business (Andrade, 2010; Brown, 
2014; Hillseth, 2013; Schott, 2011).     
 
Brown (2014) actively tries to push against the definition of doodling being childish, and insists 
that anyone can doodle, regardless of skill level. She elaborates by stating that doodling in the 
professional business realm is something that is beneficial not only to creative thinking outcomes, 
but also to group bonding and understanding (Brown, 2014, p.75). A contemporary champion of 
doodling, Brown (2011, 2014) is strongly motivated by the potentiality of this activity to free the 
subconscious. However, she is careful to distinguish between what she refers to as “naturalistic 
doodling” - which she associates with artistic outcomes; and what she considers to be “strategic 
doodling”, which she values for its ability to communicate ideas through visual language.  
 
Brown (2011) differentiates between these two types of doodling because she is concerned that 
when people conflate the two, it can result in the assumption that a lack of drawing skills will 
mean an inability to doodle (Brown, 2011, 2014). While recognising Brown’s concerns, the need 
to distinguish between doodling as visual language and fine art practice does not apply to this 
research, although it is interesting to note that Maclagan (2013) describes doodling as “a kind of 
revenge of the pictorial over the linguistic”(p.60). What is important to note is that common to both 
the worlds of fine art and business, doodling can be used as a form of creative play to free up the 
subconscious to make new meanings and communicate ideas via a visual language (Brown 
2011, 2014).  
 
The concept of creative play being an element of doodling is something that is outside of the 
scope of this research to explore, however future research could consider the concept that 
doodling is a type of creative play (Sawyer, 2012). Doodling (and other forms of mark making) in 
fine art create a visual language which forms the basis of how artists can communicate with each 
other and with their audience. As Eubanks (1997) suggests, the majority of fine art has the 
potential to be classified as a visual language, but not all visual language can be classified as fine 
art (Eubanks, 1997). This means that doodling completed outside of an arts context may or may 
not be considered fine art.  
 
It is clear from my research that there are differing approaches and outcomes to doodling, and 
different levels of opportunity and pre-determination in each instance of the behaviour being 
 25 
 
engaged in. Although Schott (2011) describes doodling as an activity that potentially stems from 
mindless activity (implicit or subconscious behaviour), the underlying motivation to doodle may 
vary considerably. For example, somebody who casually doodles whilst engaged in a telephone 
conversation will have both different intentions and outcomes when compared to an artist who 
either doodles as a meditative or creative practice. This will also differ from those who engage in 
“strategic doodling” as a way to communicate through visual language with the corporate world, 
or from a teacher who utilises doodling as a way of freeing up students creativity, either as a 
process or as a part of an arts practice (Brown, 2010). In turn, this may vary from the work of an 
artist such as myself, who sets up a studio environment to intentionally engage in the practice of 
doodling. In all of these examples, doodling as a form of automatic, strategic, meditative, playful 
or implicit behaviour has the potential to become a state that can aid in the incubation of ideas 
and increase flow moments, which in turn can be beneficial to creative thinking (Brown 2010, 
2014; Dinham 2011; Horan, 2009, Leavy, 2008; Maclagan, 2013; Sawyer, 2012).  
 
Doodling, the brain, and creativity 
 
Some psychologists define doodling in a similar manner to the Oxford definition, as something 
that frequently occurs (although not always) when the brain is already engaged in a conscious 
activity (Andrade, 2010; Schott, 2011). This definition of doodling depends on the manner of 
activity, and is not necessarily influenced by the materials or techniques being used. Schott 
(2011) claims that “no doodler sets out in advance to doodle” (p.1133), but also concedes that 
there usually has to be a predetermined sequence of actions that result in the person completing 
the task of doodling - even if those actions are as basic as leaving a pen and paper in an easily 
accessible place, and the individual picking up the pen and starting to draw.   
 
This type of doodling has been referred to as “spontaneous doodling” (Scott, 2011), and a 
common example of this type of behaviour is seen when someone is engrossed in a telephone 
conversation, has access to pen and paper, and begins to spontaneously draw for no apparent 
reason. The potential benefits of spontaneous doodling have been the subject of several research 
studies (Andrade 2010; Schott 2011). In an experiment conducted by psychologist Jackie 
Andrade at the University of Plymouth, a large group of volunteers participated in a phone 
conversation. The volunteers were split into two groups; one group was directed to doodle, whilst 
the other was not. Schott, (2011) describes the experiment:  
 
Healthy volunteers listened to a monotonous recorded telephone message and were 
asked to monitor the names of people coming to a party. Half the volunteers were asked 
to undertake a repetitive pencil-and-paper shading task at the same time. Those in the 
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“doodling” group performed better on the auditory monitoring task, and on a subsequent 
memory test. Why? In some circumstances in which doodling occurs there is increased 
arousal. (p.1134) 
 
Researchers exploring the potential benefits of this type of doodling have suggested that it may 
increase the attention to task (Andrade, 2009) as well as creating new links to information (Brown, 
2014). This increased arousal is something that can, as Andrade, (2009), discovered, possibly 
help in cutting down daydreaming in those that are otherwise engaged in conscious activities. 
Additionally, as is noted by Andrade, there is insufficient data to allow for the comparison between 
doodling and daydreaming, as there was no measure of daydreaming with which to compare the 
results of the two groups (Andrade, 2009).   
 
While the purposes of these investigations are largely outside the scope of my own research, they 
suggest links to the working of memory, attention, and the creation of new links to information in 
the brain. The ability to create new links between information is an element of creative thinking 
that will be discussed later in this chapter in relation to experiencing flow moments (Brown, 2014; 
Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Robinson, 2009; Torrance & Torrance, 1973). 
 
The applicability of Andrade’s (2010) research into doodling in relation to free form or artistic 
activities is doubtful, as the task required participants to shade pre-determined outlines at their 
own pace, and the participants were primed that the activity was “to relieve boredom.” Therefore, 
rather than being wholly beneficial, the results may indicate that the process of prescribed 
doodling only has a less detrimental impact on the performance of some tasks when compared to 
daydreaming. In Andrade’s (2010) study, there is no third group activity where participants were 
left with a pencil and paper and free reign to doodle naturalistically, as it may have impacted on 
the results by making the participants too self-conscious about their skill level, so the 
differentiation of different types of doodling was outside the scope of this study (Andrade; 2010).  
 
This awareness of participant self-consciousness in regard to doodling is also echoed by Brown, 
who emphasises the importance of participants being comfortable with their drawing ability or 
they can risk bringing self-consciousness to the task of doodling which would limit the efficacy of 
the task (Brown, 2014). However, this is a good example of how research into doodling is 
currently limited in psychology to being an undemanding process, which is considered an 
accessory function to a primary task. However what is relevant to my own inquiry is that the 
design of Andrade’s (2010) study was attempting to prevent her participants feeling too self-
conscious by discouraging naturalistic doodling. The ways in which self-consciousness, 
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consciousness, and the unconscious mind relate to doodling activities within structured 
environments are very relevant to this research, and will be addressed in the following section. 
 
Baseline consciousness 
 
In ‘Wandering Minds: The Default Network and Stimulus-Independent Thought’  Mason et al. 
(2007) propose a theory that there is a “baseline” of activity that is at the core of human 
consciousness in which a mind wanders when not fully engaged in conscious activity:   
 
In the absence of a task that requires deliberative processing, the mind generally tends to 
wander, flitting from one thought to the next with fluidity and ease…It has been suggested 
that mind-wandering constitutes a psychological baseline from which people depart when 
attention is required elsewhere and to which they return when tasks no longer require 
conscious supervision. (p.3)  
 
This baseline is what the subject deviates from when conscious, voluntary or “explicit” thought is 
used to engage in a conscious activity that requires concentration, such as driving a car (Dietrich, 
2004). Explicit consciousness can in turn result in baseline activity when the need for 
concentration is not as strong, allowing automatic/implicit behaviour to emerge. Research has 
also revealed that rather than being a process that takes place in a separate identifiable section 
of the brain, creativity is a function of normal and accessible brain processes (Sawyer, 2012).  
 
Different fields of study such as psychology, cognitive neuroscience, education and the arts have 
different descriptors for the implicit process of doodling including: unconscious, non-declarative, 
spontaneous, and automatic (Andrade, 2010; Brown, 2014; Dietrich, 2004; Hillseth, 2013; Schott, 
2011). The defining of one type of behaviour requires identification of the opposite type of 
behaviour, in this case automatic or implicit behaviour is the counter of voluntary, conscious or 
explicit behaviour which brings with it the process of intentional decision making – or mark 
making.   
 
In the initial example of doodling whilst engaged in a telephone conversation, the act of doodling 
may even occur as a visual representation of automatic, mind wandering, or implicit behaviour. 
As Mason et.al. (2007) states, the baseline of activity comprises the ability to flit between 
thoughts, drawing upon multiple memories and making links that may have been unreachable 
without this connection. Expanding on this, Schott (2011, p.2) identified this baseline theory as 
“an intrinsic default network in the brain: an anatomically defined network” which includes the 
medial temporal lobe and medial prefrontal subsystems and posterior cingulate cortex”. Schott 
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(2011) also believes that studying doodling may uncover how this system of the brain actually 
functions. While largely outside the scope of this research, deeper understanding of the way 
that the baseline system in the brain functions may help researchers to understand how the 
human mind can create new links to old information, thus creating new solutions for old 
problems and aid in the development of creative thinking pathways.  
 
Doodling has the potential to be a bridge, linking the baseline of human consciousness (or 
unconscious realm) to the conscious via the activity of doodling. Land and Jarman (1994) 
describe the unconscious realm as a “deep reservoir of creative potential” and “where 90 
percent of our potential lies” (p.155-156). The implications of being able to access this type of 
link, while largely outside the scope of this research are considerable - if it is found that doodling 
provides a link between the unconscious mind and conscious activity, there are potential 
economic, social and educational benefits that may stem from this type of linking behaviour.  
 
The capacity of doodling to involve a form of meditative behaviour in which the wandering mind is 
enabled to make automatic repetitive marks or patterns is also observed by Schott (2011) who 
notes that the majority of people who engage in habitual doodling usually draw consistent 
imagery such as patterns or faces over a period of years and this repetition of imagery had the 
potential to reveal inner working of the mind. This state is evidenced in my own repetitive mark 
making which is both a meditative practice and the basis for more explicitly developed artworks 
(see chapter titled: An investigation into my artistic process). Although Schott (2011) describes 
doodling as an activity that potentially stems from mindless activity (implicit or subconscious 
behaviour), the underlying motivation to doodle may vary considerably.  
 
According to Dietrich (2004), the process he refers to as “implicit behaviour” generates the new 
concepts/ideas and it is its opposite “explicit behaviour” that selects which ones are truly creative. 
This suggests that neither type of thinking (implicit/explicit) is necessarily better than the other for 
creativity; in fact, Dietrich (2004) claims that having both types of thinking behaviour is crucial for 
creative thinking to take place, and the way in which the brain can switch between the two 
modalities of thinking. Dietrich (2004) further suggests that this switching between implicit to 
explicit modalities of thinking often has deleterious effects on performance. The potential impact 
of switching between modalities is one area that is of interest to this work, and the way that 
various environmental conditions can impact on moments of implicit thinking.  
 
However, my own research is not only concerned with investigating moments of implicit 
behaviour, it is also an investigation into the way that artists move between these modalities, and 
potential consequences of these shifts in thinking. It is clear from my research that there are 
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differing approaches and outcomes to doodling, and different levels of opportunity and pre-
determination in each instance of the behaviour being engaged in. Essentially, the process of 
doodling can be considered a combination of both explicit and implicit behaviours, which 
generally preference the process of doodling over the products of doodling.  
 
Artistic doodling 
 
One of the first descriptions of doodling in fine art comes from the beginning of the 20th century, 
where doodling was referred to as “automatic” behaviour. This terminology was popularised by 
André Breton (1924), in the Manifesto of Surrealism to describe the writing/drawing process 
called Exquisite Corpse (Breton, 1924; Brown, 2010, 2014). Exquisite Corpse was a game that 
was an attempt to limit conscious drawing decisions and instead let the artists focus on the 
process, and included collaborative influences to enhance the creative surprise of their artistic 
efforts.  
 
How contemporary artists utilise doodling in their practice can differ between individuals, and can 
be utilised as either an exercise to free up creativity and ideas for other works, or as a part of the 
process that ultimately becomes the final product (Feuerring, 2012; Hillseth, 2013). Maclagan 
(2013) claims doodling as a breakaway from the strict rules that are inherent in linguistics. He 
states: 
 
These escapes include abstract or ‘decorative’ devices such as repetition, symmetry, 
inversion and other forms of geometrical structuring. There are often abrupt shifts in 
graphic pitch, between the curvilinear and the angular, between densely packed textures 
and free-range excursions. Passages of pattern seem to take on a life of their own, as if 
the drawn line is having a conversation with itself, and at the same time there can be 
something quite comforting and familiar about these elaborations. On top of this (literally, 
sometimes) the doodler discovers or invents figures or constructions that may start off as 
framing or pictorial scaffolding, but that sometimes turn into mechanical or architectural 
elaborations. (p.60) 
 
Similarly to Maclagan (2013), artist Matthew Hillseth (2013) differentiates between the act of 
doodling and the act of drawing, identifying drawing as having a pre-conceived end result, with 
the act of doodling regarded as a process that can result in a multitude of possible outcomes. 
Hillseth’s (2013) view of doodling is not dissimilar to the Surrealists, and this re-enforces doodling 
as a process that helps to create surprising outcomes, without a preconceived notion of the result. 
 30 
 
However, street artist Justin Feuerring (2012), uses elements of doodling in his work as a part of 
the final product, both in the gallery and on the street:  
 
I like to play with the subconscious mind state, almost like when you’re doodling, when 
you don’t think about what you’re producing...so I try to use that state of mind, when I’m 
not thinking about where the line leads me but overall, it does have some sort of structure 
and form to it. (p.48)  
  
Both Hillseth’s (2013) and Feuerring’s (2012) use of doodling in their arts practices suggests that 
doodling can be thought of as a state of mind that is able to be accessed and utilised with varying 
degrees of pre-planning involved. Further examination of the “state of mind” identified by 
Feuerring (2012) will be discussed below. What is potentially valuable in understanding this 
process is recognising that doodling can facilitate entering the state of flow which is one of the 
building blocks of creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Sawyer, 2012). 
 
Doodling and flow  
 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that many artists experience a state of altered consciousness while 
they are creating art. Some consider their experience a form of “zoning out” (Hanvey, 2013) while 
others refer to it as being in sync with their creations or as an element of their process (Feuerring, 
2012). Artist Neil Hanvey (2013) uses doodling to inspire his own art production “I zone out but 
that’s probably the appeal. I don’t have to concentrate too much on what I’m drawing so I can let 
my imagination take over” (p.1).  
 
Runco (2006) describes the benefits of being in the zone as one that is beneficial to creative 
thinking:  
 
The use of preconscious or unconscious processes allows the individual to utilize different 
reasoning processes, processes that, by virtue of their being beyond conscious 
awareness, are able to value and explore those things that allow original thinking. In this 
light the preconscious and unconscious are not actually irrational; they just have a 
rationality of their own. (p.106) 
 
Being in the zone can be considered a type of meditative practice-based behaviour, which 
according to research may have multiple benefits - including the potential to be a tool to achieving 
personal fulfilment (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Csikszentmihalyi (1990), the founder of the 
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movement behind research into the optimal experience, referred to this meditative process (or 
being in the zone) as flow. Csikszentmihalyi (1990), describes flow as follows:  
 
The autotelic experience, or flow, lifts the course of life to a different level. Alienation gives 
way to involvement, enjoyment replaces boredom, helplessness turns into a feeling of 
control, and psychic energy works to reinforce the sense of self, instead of being lost in 
the service of external goals. When experience is intrinsically rewarding life is justified in 
the present, instead of being held hostage to a hypothetical future gain. (p.69) 
 
Flow is a “subjective experience” (Mosing et. al. 2012), and is further described by 
Csikszentmihalyi (1988) as the optimal human experience. Csikszentmihalyi goes on to suggest it 
is an experience most likely entered while completing work rather than passive leisure activities 
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1988a, 1988b; Mosing et. al. 2012). Those in the cognitive psychology field 
describe flow as being in the opposite state of effortful attention, as there are elements of 
automatic behaviour associated with moments of flow. Mosing et. al. (2012, p.699) describes 
these states of being as differing “in terms of physiological correlates, with flow being 
characterized by deep respiration and activation of facial muscles related to positive affect 
whereas effortful attention is associated with fast, shallow breathing and activation of the ‘‘frown’’ 
muscle”. However, while both researchers identify the workplace as being the most common 
place for flow moments to be experienced, they point out that the flow state can also be easily 
accessed through activities such as group sport and artistic endeavours (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988). 
Discussing Csikszentmihalyi’s work, Sawyer (2012) further states that he had “showed that 
creativity is a state of “peak experience” and that flow resides “at the very top of Maslow’s 
hierarchy along with self-actualization” (p.171).  
 
Similarly to Land and Jarman’s (1982) findings revealing a steep decline in the ability to think 
divergently as one ages, Csikszentmihalyi (1990), believes that adults find participating wholly in 
the present to be an increasingly difficult, albeit rewarding, challenge (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). 
This opinion is somewhat challenged by Mosing et. al (2012) in their study into flow moments, 
which recorded that there was a marked increase in the experience of flow moments correlated to 
increasing age. However, Mosing et. al (2012) result must viewed somewhat cautiously as the 
sample size was limited to middle-aged Swedish twins. A comprehensive comparative study on 
flow moments in relation to age is yet to be undertaken.   
 
Csikszentmihalyi (1990) identified four main elements that are required to create flow moments: 
“…setting goals…becoming immersed in the activity…playing attention to what is happening… 
[and] learning to enjoy immediate experience” (p.213). For doodling to become a successful 
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stimulus to inspire moments of flow, the practice would need to be developed into a model that 
encompasses goal setting, immersion, and active attention to the task. Learning to enjoy 
immediate experience is something that requires practice through repeated enactment, which is 
something that could be incorporated as an additional goal of activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).  
 
As an arts practice, doodling has the potential to create incubation and reflection time, and 
encourage subconscious processing to occur. It’s in these flow moments where creativity can 
take seed (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988; Sawyer, 2012). Creating moments of flow whilst practicing 
artmaking, doodling in particular, is ultimately about rediscovering the reward inherent in the 
process of creating, rather than focusing on the end product. This shift in emphasis from product 
to process has the potential to reignite the nostalgia of childhood spontaneity of being in the 
present (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).  
 
In order to sustain levels of enjoyment in the activity, increased levels of difficulty are also 
required, which in turn drives skill building and the evolution of culture (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, 
p.213). This concept of increasing skill level and culture is why flow is such a popular concept 
with game designers (Jin, 2011; Kumaran, et.al., 2012; Seung-A, 2011). This process, as 
Csikszentmihalyi, (1990) states “motivates both individuals and cultures to change into more 
complex entities” (p.213). Therefore, to provide moments of flow, that enable potential 
connections to Mason et al.’s (2007)  “baseline” consciousness, there needs to be a conceived 
set of goals, with an ever-increasing level of challenge (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). These goals 
require responsiveness to inner feelings and possibilities for unexpected developments in 
activities (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).  
 
However, there is a fine balance that needs to be struck between the accommodating the 
capabilities of the person seeking flow moments, and the level of the challenge inherent in the 
task, as there is a risk of a task being too difficult and frustration may interfere with achieving the 
state of flow (Knowleton, 2013). With the act of doodling, an increased level of challenge could 
potentially include increasing time spent on each session, altering the environment in which each 
session takes place, or working with an another artist. Sawyer (2012, p.245) refers to the process 
of experiencing flow with others as “group flow”, suggesting it is a state that people enjoy. A 
potential way to engage in group flow is through the act of collaboration, a possibility which I 
explore in detail throughout my research, and discuss further in the following section.  
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Collaboration  
 
Collaboration has been defined in a number of ways. In this section I consider some of these 
definitions and how these definitions relates to my own research. At its essence, artistic 
collaboration is a way of building relationships to create a shared goal (Baguley, 2007; Berman 
2010; Black, 2012; Blackwell & Jefferies, 2006; Deck, 2004; Glăveanu, 2011; Manousakis, 2013). 
The concept of collaboration is further defined by Moran and John-Steiner (2004) as “an intricate 
blending of skills, temperaments, effort and sometimes personalities to realise a shared vision of 
something new and useful” (p.11). John-Steiner (2000) stipulates that the collaborative context 
“provides a mutual zone of proximal development where participants can increase their repertory 
of cognitive and emotional expression” (p.187). This perspective has roots in a Vygotskian 
foundation, the “zone of proximal development”, in which knowledge is shared through social 
interaction (Vygotsky, 1978). Interestingly, even when enacted individually, art making may be 
viewed as a collaboration between artist, audience and society, as Vygotsky (1971) states: “Art is 
the social within us, and even if its action is performed by a single individual, it does not mean 
that its essence is individual” (p.249).  
 
The act of artistic collaboration is not rare, or new, as Berman (2010) states, “visual artists have 
always banded together whenever they realize that a vital interchange will take them further in 
accomplishing what they might not have arrived at so resonantly on their own” (p.9). Bringing in 
new perspectives to create something unachievable individually is a well-established strategy 
and ethos of artistic practice. The way additional perspectives in an artwork shifts the focus to 
become a conversation between artists is explained by Kaprow (in Lacy (Ed.) 1995), who 
suggested that “once the artist is no longer the primary agent responsible for the artwork but 
must engage with others…the artwork becomes less a 'work' than a process of meaning-making 
interactions” (p.158). Unpacking the additional interactions that take place within collaboration 
and understanding how they impact on flow moments and creativity is of key interest to this 
research.   
 
March (2011) contends that collaborative art practices have been central to our collective art 
history, “collaboration—in all of its guises—has been both the object and subject of our species’ 
representational practices for as long as we have been able to collectively divine” (p.5). Given this 
long history, researchers such as Zhang and Candy (2006) make the point that it is incredibly 
important for contemporary researchers to study and understand how collaborative creativity 
takes place. Indeed, significant research has been completed by groups of artist researchers, and 
their findings often iterate the proposal that collaborative art making has something to offer that 
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might not normally be able to be accessed through conventional artistic methods (De Eça et.al. 
2011; Torres et. al 2012).  
 
Collaboration can take the form of artists collaborating with other artists, or non-artists in equal 
measure. It can also take place as research that tests and crosses discipline areas. An example 
of this can be seen in the work of Blackwell and Jeffries (2005, 2006) who embody the spirit of 
knowledge sharing and interdisciplinary collaboration by melding computer science and textiles to 
create works that explore visual and sonic texture; each contributing knowledge from their 
respected field into combined works. These works by Blackwell and Jeffries (2005) serve as an 
example of the melding of two distinct fields, and allow the scope of who can collaborate to 
expand to include those from outside the fine arts discipline. As Roberts and Wright (2004) state, 
“collaboration is that space of interconnection between art and non-art, art and other disciplines, 
that continually tests the social boundaries of where, how, with what, and with whom art might be 
made” (p.532). Deck (2004) discussed collaborative examples that test the boundaries which “led 
to a reorganisation of artistic activity, allowing new issues to emerge, including those regarding 
the focal points of new capacities for initiatives” (p.620).  
 
Further testing the boundaries of who, where and when art can be collaboratively created, Allen 
and Garnicnig (2014), stretch the distance and test methods of creating in what could best be 
described as an international sculptural game of the Surrealist’s automatic game ‘Exquisite 
Corpse’. Allen, a Canadian, and Garnicnig from Austria, (2014) created a sculpture using the 
internet as the tool for both communication and creation to place an order for the first physical 
item, then each took turns to “select a material process to be applied to it” (p.35). This process 
continued as the two artists used the internet to ship the work back and forth to each amending 
destination, all without either artist glimpsing the product until the reveal at the end of the process 
(Allen & Garnicnig, 2014):  
 
The ‘artwork’ or object in My Holy Nacho is not what's being collaborated on, but there are 
ideas and processes set in motion, suggesting a whole bunch of gaps innate to 
(particularly digital) collaborations: the gap between actuality and language, the gap 
between idea and implementation, and the gap between people in collaboration. The work 
is ‘about’ those gaps as much as anything else. (p.35)  
 
This collaboration clearly demonstrates a shift from the concept of collaboration being concerned 
with the product, to being an exploration of the process; a way of working they themselves identify 
as being concerned with “the gaps” in the artwork. 
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Collaborative relationships  
 
What is clear from the interaction between Allen and Garnicnig is that artistic collaboration not 
only has the potential to become a study of the products being created but also of an exploration 
of the relationships between collaborators, a consideration also explored by a number of other 
researchers (Allen & Garnicnig, 2014; see also Blackwell & Jeffries, 2006; Bourriard, 1998; 
Green, 2004; March, 2011). March (2011) elaborates on this connection stating that, 
“representational practices such as contemporary art are as equally governed by strictly 
interpersonal, human affairs as they are by aesthetic and socio-cultural praxis” (p.8). In the 
collaborative process, the relationships of each of the collaborators are slowly revealed to each 
other by a process of identifying similarities and differences between the collaborators (Blackwell 
& Jeffries, 2006). After this point Blackwell and Jeffries (2006, p.262) conclude that: “the initial 
diversity and/or difference becomes eroded by association and flourishes under certain sets of 
circumstances”. This indicates that there is a shifting point in collaborations where individual 
identities may become somewhat melded together into a temporary singular vision. 
 
It is important to note, that although the concept of collaboration has similarities to working 
collectively, Manousakis (2013) proposes that there is a difference between the two states. 
Manousakis (2013) makes the point that in collaboration, while there needs to be a consensus 
regarding the work, the emphasis of authorship is negotiated antecedent to the making of the 
work. This occurs because the collaboration has to have an initiator who ultimately holds creative 
control over the vision of the works. In contrast, they suggests that a collective must have multiple 
members that share a common aesthetic, is collaborative in all stages of the works -including in 
the initial design stages, and authors are always given equal authorship (Manousakis, 2013). This 
distinction also emphasises the need to explore the role that authorship plays in collaborative 
practice, as the role is not always clearly specified.  
 
Green (2004) suggests that it is the coming together into a connected state (like a collaboration), 
and then the subsequent attempt to identify, credit and separate individuals that sometimes 
makes authorship negotiations problematic. Smith and Newman (2014), elaborate on problems 
relating to the question of authorship suggesting that this in turn has the potential to dominate the 
perceived quality of the work. In the study conducted by Smith and Newman (2014), people’s 
perceptions of co-authored versus single-authored works were compared. It was found that as the 
number of authors of a piece grew, the perceived quality of the piece diminished. To this end, 
some artists, such as Damien March, avoid falling prey to this perception by creating artworks 
that don’t declare specific authorship. March (2011) describes collaboration between himself and 
his partner as having blurred authorship, and attributes the continuing functionality of their 
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collaborative relationship to having this “undeclared specificities of conjoined authorial origin” 
(p.8).  
 
Collaboration is not just restricted to artists creating work in tandem or in groups, but can also 
involve the audience as collaborators in their own right. Bourriard (1998), in his seminal text, 
Relational Aesthetics, describes a form of collaboration between the artist/s and the audience, in 
the sense that the emphasis of the work is in examining relationships through instances of what 
has been referred to (similarly to Vygotsky, 1971) as “social or “intersubjective exchange” (Bishop 
2005; Bourriard, 1998; Martin, 2007).  For Bourriard (1998, p.18) “art is a state of encounter” and 
he is concerned with designing specific social situations with the focus on how people interact, 
and it is this moment of shared communication that becomes the realisation of the artwork.   
 
An exhibition that further embodies the role of the social encounter is Yayoi Kusama’s The 
obliteration room (2011) a re-working of the 2002 installation at Queensland Art Gallery, which 
featured a completely white room replete with white furniture and sterile walls that became a giant 
canvas, in which Kusama asked for the participation of children to create the artwork. Over a 
period of a few weeks, children were given thousands of coloured dots and were invited to 
collaborate to transform the space into a vibrant and mottled explosion of colour (Jobson, 2012).  
 
In the movement toward relational aesthetics (Bourriard, 1998), extreme examples of 
collaborative relationships have occurred which bring up issues regarding consent and the 
appropriateness of the chosen process and product (Downey, 2009). One such extremely 
controversial collaboration is Arthur Zmijewski’s (2004), 80064, which involved Zmijewski 
questionably ‘collaborating’ with an WWII survivor by cajoling him to re-tattoo his Auschwitz 
number on his arm for legibility (Downey, 2009). This particular politically charged collaboration 
highlights the need for ethics to play a central role in the design of any study involving 
collaboration, especially when there is a power imbalance between the collaborators or potential 
risk of harm. 
 
Examples of extreme collaborative works such as Zmijewski’s (2004) 80064 have played a 
significant role in the way that collaborations are now assessed for artistic merit (Downey, 2009; 
Bishop, 2005). Rather than necessarily being assessed on artistic values such as aesthetics, the 
works are now judged for their ability to have the least possible impact on all collaborating 
participants (Bishop, 2005; Downey, 2009). As Blackwell and Jeffries (2006) state “...artworks are 
judged on the basis of the inter-human relations they represent” (p.262). This way of assessing 
collaborative projects first and foremost for their ethical agendas can have consequences which 
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include compromising artistic input and resigning the aesthetic to be of secondary concern 
(Bishop, 2005). What is clear though is, as Bishop (2005) affirms, aesthetics do matter. 
 
Creating aesthetically interesting work, whilst engaging in social discourse, is achievable, as Chin 
and members of the collective GALA Committee demonstrated when they worked together on the 
project In the Name of the Place (Ray, 2004). In the Name of the Place was a collaborative 
project that spanned not only the globe, but set up a network that connected over 80 artists, 
scholars, teachers and students (Ray, 2004). The project ran from 1995 to 1997, and comprised 
teams of artists working to make props for the television show Melrose Place. They worked in 
conjunction with a producer of the show to integrate these props into the scenes, and the 
collaboration culminated in the show visiting an exhibition of the props in one of the episodes 
(Ray, 2004). Collaboration can be utilised as a tool to create social exchanges, and it is these 
exchanges that need to be explored to understand the benefit of collaboration.   
 
Benefits of collaboration  
 
Some of the benefits attributed to collaboration range from increased efficiency in the sharing of 
knowledge (Baguley, 2007; Deck, 2004); to creating non-linear perceptions through exploration 
(Roy & Eales, 2010; Torres et al.; 2012); increasing moments of flow (Baguley, 2007; 
Csikszentmihalyi, 1971; Sawyer, 2012); and creating a way to reflect on one’s own practice 
(Sawyer, 2012). All of these benefits have a bearing on my own inquiry.  
 
According to Deck (2004, p.620) collaboration is an efficient way to share and build upon 
knowledge, and they contend that “the global competency of a group increases beyond the mere 
juxtaposition of forms of knowledge and abilities”. As such collaboration is a process that “makes 
the total entity more than just the sum of its parts” (Green 2004). Collaborative artistic practice 
also has the potential to “be reinterpreted as a form of freedom. Cooperative exchange networks, 
Internet discussion lists, squats, artists’ collectives, and associative spaces all bear this out” 
(Deck, 2004, p619-620).  
 
Potentially, the concept of artist’s block, or the inability to create may reside in what Runco (2014) 
describes as “functional fixedness that occurs when the individual sticks with previous experience 
and conventional thinking about the problem or situation at hand” (p. 27). A contributing factor to 
this fixed mindset is identified by Runco (2014) as due to high-level expertise in a particular field, 
experts tend to make assumptions which can “preclude original and creative thinking” (p.27). 
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Similarly, artists can have a vast amount of knowledge and expertise about certain processes and 
techniques of art making, and have had success in using these familiar processes. It is this 
knowledge or success that may result in a reluctance to step outside their domain of practice. 
One way that researchers have of gaining fresh perspectives is to read outside of the research 
areas being investigated (Runco, 2014). This echoes the concept of chaos theory, in that there is 
potential benefit to be had by incorporating interdisciplinary perspectives to create new ideas or 
paradigm shifts (Gleick, 1987; Runco, 2014).  
 
The importance of moving beyond what is familiar and expected may also be an outcome of 
collaboration. As Torres et al. (2012) contend “through practicing collaborative arts, individuals 
and groups can reach non-linear perceptions” (p.184). This is a position that Roy and Eales 
(2010), support, stating that, “collaboration does not lead to a prescriptive recipe but invites 
people to engage and explore together” (p.443). These non-linear perceptions could be classified 
as creative (or lateral) thinking (Eisner 2002; Torrance & Torrance, 1973) and are becoming 
sought after as a high commodity in the educational and commercial worlds (Brown, 2014; 
Robinson, 2009). Business knows that having outside input can increase creativity and create a 
new way of viewing existing problems (Brown, 2014).  Another way to increase creativity is to 
increase and intensify moments of flow (Baguley, 2007; Brown 2014).  
 
Baguley (2007) highlights the concept of experiencing intense flow in collaborative situations: 
“Flow has also been identified in the collaborative process, when people feel valued, are 
communicating on the same level, are working towards the same goals and are able to achieve 
something they could not have done individually” (p.82). In a similar vein Brown (2014) suggests 
that doodling collaboratively enables the different sharing of knowledge “Rather than relying on 
words to understand each person’s partial perspective, a shared doodle empowers the group to 
construct and build consensus around a single visual representation of a topic” (p.31). The 
experiences identified by Baguley (2007) and Brown (2014) also echo the contention by Torres et 
al (2012, p.184), that working collaboratively has the potential to unlock emotional intelligence - 
which supports the underpinnings of the artistic relational and social exchanges advanced by 
Bourriaud (1998). It may even be argued that the potential shared goals/visions, as well as the 
increase in moments of flow in collaborative situations could be significant contributing factors in 
participants choosing to voluntarily engage in collaborative practices. 
 
The openness gained through creative collaboration and a heightened experience of flow is not 
only of benefit in the business or art world. Baguley (2007) also contends that collaboration in an 
educational setting is a beneficial tool for the passing of information between peers, teachers and 
students, and for the strengthening of roles through a shared vision. De Eça et. al. (2012) also 
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identify artistic student collaboration as potentially extending the lesson beyond the immediate 
educational outcomes into gaining actual life skills, they state: “Using artistic means of expression 
through collaborative processes of making may equip the learner with skills for life that are not 
necessarily developed through more traditional approaches to education” (p.189). 
 
In an educational setting, collaboration can also have positive effects for the teacher, as much as 
the students, as Torres (2012) states: 
 
Teachers using relational pedagogic strategies learn as much from their students as their 
students learn from them. Living situations of collaborative drawings, musical 
improvisation, creative dance and dramatic expression might be powerful tools for learning 
together in this sense. Using artistic means of expression through collaborative processes 
of making may equip the learner with skills for life that are not necessarily developed 
through more traditional approaches to education. (p.189) 
 
Collaboration is being enacted more frequently in education research (Baguley, 2007; LaBoskey, 
2004). Clandinin et. al. (2007) further describe collaborative research as something that extends 
into the “borderlands” between places, people and institutions, and as a “deeply relational 
practice...that calls researchers to attend to multiple, nested relationships” (p.21). These 
relationships should to be examined (Allen & Garnicnig, 2014; Blackwell & Jeffries, 2006; 
Bourriard, 1998; Green, 2004; March, 2011). My own research is an investigation into these 
“borderlands” as it will be an attempt to bridge interdisciplinary studies and, bringing past students 
and outside participants into a collaborative space.  
 
It is my contention that artists engaging in collaborative doodling in this research have the 
potential to generate creative exchanges that foster moments to flow to occur - with a focus on 
creating deeper relationships between collaborators. The following chapter is a review of 
methodological approaches and processes that create the framework of this practice-based 
inquiry.  
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Chapter 3 - Methodological Approach and Research Design 
 
Starting with a strong belief in the power that the individual perspective plays in the shaping of 
reality, my research has emerged from this interpretivist perspective into postmodernist 
constructivist theorising, which combines examinations of self-identities and participant 
perspectives into a single narrative. In my research, the participants are collaborating artists and 
are referred to as such throughout this thesis. Each collaborating artist’s perspective is valued, 
interrogated against the others, and each contains key information which aids in unlocking the 
overall narrative of the research.  
 
The interpretivist ontological approach is the one most often taken in education research, and this 
is partly due to the fact that education research is more ‘explicitly subjective’ than more traditional 
positivist fields (e.g. science); with an emphasis on seeking insights that are professionally 
productive, with aesthetically pleasing findings, and a rejection of a singular objective positivist 
reality (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). Rather than viewing the world as being one unified truth, there 
are multiple realities in interpretivist research, and the aim is to understand these different 
perspectives which are made up of reasons, feelings, knowledge and experiences (Neuman, 
2006; O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). 
 
Further expanding on this subjectivity, the central tenants of postmodern constructivism are that 
the construction of knowledge is non-linear; all constructions of knowledge have equal value; and 
there is no neutral way to present and assess findings (Neuman, 2006). As such, the author’s 
identity and the power dynamic of the researcher to participants must be unambiguously revealed 
in the research (Neuman, 2006). As education research investigates often ephemeral contexts, 
the findings are often not easily replicated, and this is something that can also be attributed to the 
inherent difference in individuals (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). 
 
Uncovering these realities and contexts requires reflective practice, and there is a natural 
reflexivity in arts practice, in that individual and collective contexts influence the way art is created 
and shared (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). It is this postmodernist constructivist theorising that 
underpins the choice to use the practice-based methodology, a/r/tography, which is used to 
scaffold this self/collaborative study research. A/r/tography is a flexible, non-formulaic 
methodology that allows for more fluidic movement between the data collection, analysis and 
literature review sections of the thesis than the usual thesis formula; which means that the thesis 
can be responsive to the needs of the research (Springgay et al., 2008). 
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A/r/tography also demands that spaces of reflexivity and analysis be included in the fabric of the 
research, and for these moments of reflexivity be acknowledged and heuristically be allowed to 
influence the design and flow of the research (Springgay et al., 2008). For my research, this 
meant that there were moments of reflection (analysis) and reflexion (response to analysis) built 
into the data gathering stage of the research, which resulted in the analysis of results being 
included in both the chapters investigating my own artistic practice and collaborations, in addition 
to the Discussion chapter. Additionally, all images of the artworks and the full text of the 
interviews are included in the body of the thesis; the structure of the thesis is described in more 
detail in the research design section of this chapter. This chapter examines the rationale and 
limitations of self-study; arts-based research; using a/r/tography as a methodological approach; 
and outlines the research design.   
 
Self-study  
 
As discussed in the previous chapters, the desire to pursue self-study was born from a need to 
make sense of shifting identities; I felt that for authentic research to take place, my own 
perspective needed to be examined, then compared with that of collaborating artists and finally 
interrogated against the appropriate literature. Dinkleman (2003, p.8) states that self-study, which 
is the “intentional and systematic inquiry into one’s own practice…should be considered a viable 
and powerful strategy, a means of teacher education, for promoting reflective teaching in its own 
right”. Importantly, this definition of self-study is not confined to individual pursuit, and actively 
encourages the collaborative practice of self-study (Dinkelman, 2003, p.8). As an artist, 
researcher, and teacher, wanting to engage in self-study meant that there needed to be enough 
flexibility in approach to allow investigation into how these separate, yet interwoven identities 
influenced and were influenced by the research.        
 
While artmaking is central to this research, the examination of my solo and subsequent 
collaborative artistic practice brings about the question posed by Irwin et al. (2006), which is 
“when is an experience art, research or education?” (p.70). Identifying the distinction between 
these three experiences/identities was of particular interest to me, as this research is occurring 
during a period in my life when my own identities as artist, researcher and teacher each jostle for 
dominance. These oftentimes overlapping identities are also of importance to the research, as re-
examining these identities reveals linked and complex categorizations, as well as what Irwin et 
al., (2006) describe as “important distinctions that reside in the rhizomatic relations of inquiry” 
(p.70).  
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Rhizomes are complex and often difficult to classify. As Irwin et al. (2006) state, they are a place 
“where identities and in-between identities are open to transformations...and people, locations 
and objects are always in the process of creation...” (p.71). The concept of the rhizome was 
crafted by Deleuze and Guattari (1987), who define the nature of the rhizome as something that: 
  
…connects any point to any other point, and its traits are not necessarily linked to traits of 
the same nature; it brings into play very different regimes of signs, and even nonsign 
states…It is comprised not of units but of dimensions, or rather directions in motion. It has 
neither beginning nor end, but always a middle (milieu) from which it grows and which it 
overspills. (p.21) 
 
The need for responsive inquiry became evident in this research as the identities of myself as 
artist, researcher, and teacher are inextricably intertwined; they feed and grow off each other and 
are interwoven by rhizomatic inquiry. Undertaking a/r/tographical research is a deliberate and 
conscious act, and isn’t something that can be retroactively enacted - it is as Springgay, et al., 
(2008, p 904) state “a thoughtful, enacted way of knowing and being”. This inquiry strengthens 
the whole by interrogating the oftentimes overlapping space/s between the identities; ultimately 
allowing deeper understanding of the ever increasing complexities of lived experience.  
 
Irwin and Springgay (2008) describe the way that Deluze and Guattari’s (1987), concept of a 
rhiozome is enacted by a/r/tography as “…an interstitial space, open and vulnerable where 
meanings and understandings are interrogated and ruptured. Building on the concept of the 
rhizome, a/r/tography radically transforms the idea of theory as an abstract system” (p.xx). To 
accommodate the need to interrogate the developing meanings and understandings, the 
questions within the research needed to evolve to create an inquiry that as Irwin et al. (2006), 
describe as “emergent, generative, reflexive and responsive”, and that “the shifting relationality 
found within the project informs the direction of the inquiry” (p.71-75). This flexibility of approach 
enabled the research questions to evolve alongside the research rather than being dictated prior 
to engaging in collaborations.  
 
Many influences impacted on this decision to enter into this somewhat unknown semi-structured 
research project; one of these reasons was that as an artist, my practice is rarely pre-determined, 
so the direction the artworks were going to take - both individually and collaboratively - was not 
predictable. Over the years my artistic practice has evolved from laborious preplanning and 
controlled design of individual works, to a more reflective and questioning mode of practice that 
allows for artworks to reveal themselves, emerging somewhat spontaneously from the unknown, 
creating a body of work that is connected through process. This process of entering into the 
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unknown is not uncommon for artists, as Heron (2010, p.14) states about her practice, “the only 
way I know to make art (or teach) is to just start and see what happens”. In creative practice 
research, the work often surprises by creating un-planned and oftentimes meaningful insights; the 
surprising insights (discussed in detail in Chapter 6), which occurred in my research influenced 
the subsequent approaches to each collaborative artmaking session (McNiff, 2008).  
 
The relationship between artist and practice is complex, and requires an understanding that the 
research is not static, but comprises multiple identities and interwoven discoveries (Irwin et. al., 
2008). Researching in this manner involves both reflection and reflexion in order for the 
researcher to reflect, respond to the research, and adapt to changing needs (Heron, 2010). 
Including collaborative participants in this research introduced further elements of the unknown; 
these unknown elements influenced the research by taking it in sometimes unpredictable 
directions. These collaborative influences demanded that the research design be reflexive to be 
inclusive and respond to these additional perspectives. Although largely practiced individually, 
reflection is not only a solitary endeavour, and is something that can be effectively undertaken 
collaboratively (Thompson & Thompson, 2008). 
 
An individual and collaborative reflective examination of my engagement with the research was 
vital to maintain academic rigour, as Lockeyer (2008) iterates “reflective practice plays a 
fundamental role in postmodern ethnography as the researcher reflects and critiques his or her 
personal engagement with the research topic and subject” (p.7). In this research, this reflection is 
enacted partly in the data sets, and forms critical sections of the discussion chapter. As such, this 
auto-ethnographic reflection involves a deconstruction of the self, engaged within the creative 
experience, including a detailed examination of my beliefs and attitudes towards the artistic, 
research and teaching process (Kemmis, 2009; Kress, 2011; Pente, 2004).  
 
This deconstruction process involved examining the information and attitudes that I took for 
granted and those things which I did not (Kress, 2011). I examined my own attitudes towards the 
research by asking questions about my own practice; this enabled me to better understand my 
influences regarding this study, and also situated me as artist, researcher and teacher within the 
research. Heron (2010) warns that there is a “need to strike the balance between a confessional 
tale and traditional research” (p.16). I believe that this balance can be achieved by what Bullough 
and Pinnegar (2001) describe as focusing not “on the self per se but on the space between self 
and the practice engaged in” (p.15). Treading the fine line between research and autobiography is 
critical, and it is a fundamental principle this research is built upon. 
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In order to maintain a critical lens on the work in this self-study, it is necessary to examine the role 
of reflection in my own practice and how it is used more widely. Reflection has been described by 
Dewey (1933) as “active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of 
knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it and the further conclusions to which it tends” 
(p. 9). According to Schön (1987), reflective practitioners “exhibit a kind of knowing in practice, 
most of which is tacit” (p. 30) and engage in reflection in-action when they reflect during an 
experience and make changes during an action. Specifically, when engaging in reflection-in-
action, practitioners stop in the midst of action, make necessary adjustments, and, if necessary, 
alter their methods to improve their practice (Schön, 1983). Schön (1987) further explained, 
“What distinguished reflection-in-action from other kinds of reflection is its immediate significance 
for action” (p. 29). 
 
In this research, my role as researcher and participant, was addressed and explicitly stated 
throughout the development of the works, and critically examined between the solo works 
completed in Stage 1, and in-between each of the collaborations. This examination of my role 
allowed for the methods used in each data gathering stage to be robust and become increasingly 
refined as the collaborations progress.  
 
Practice-based approach 
 
This mixed-method study involves elements of both arts-based methodology, with art as the 
central core of the research; and arts-informed inquiry, which, Palmer and Sheppard (2008) 
define as being “founded on the belief that art making acts as a catalyst in accessing individuals' 
alternate forms of knowing and in retrieving beliefs, feelings, and experiences out of one's 
awareness” (p.10). I feel it is important to let the story of the artist lead the research and become 
the data. Pearce (2004) stresses that using one’s personal life is something far more important 
than mere storytelling, and states that introspection and investigation of the self and other artists 
are potential research tools that “could be mined for their potential pedagogical meaning” (p.188). 
 
My investigation follows an arts-informed pattern of distinct components (experimenting; creation 
of artwork; public exhibition; and written description) with additional insights to be shared through 
collaborative processes and interviews (Franz, 2005). The auto-ethnographic insights generated 
throughout this research were informed by the process of creating artworks during the research 
period, and the insights allowed for reflexivity by rhizomatic linking. As the researcher I drew 
conclusions between my arts practice and education backgrounds, and related them to 
participants through interviews and exhibition of works. This research also sought to conform to 
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the requirements of qualitative research and academic rigour, which includes emphasis on 
checking, questioning and theorising the research (Franz, 2005; Kvale, 1995).  
 
Barone (2008) suggests that arts-based researchers re-vision their research into a product 
(aesthetic form) that allows the viewer of the work to “reexperience the world from a previously 
unavailable vantage point” (p.6). My investigation is not solely seeking to submerge the viewer 
into the reality of the research by presenting the work in a non-conventional way, but, the data is 
presented with the idea that the exegesis is a self-contained document, and acknowledges that 
the artwork and interviews are as equally important as the textual components by integrating 
them into the body of the research (Barone, 2008; Lapum et al., 2011). This is a further 
embodiment of the use of the ‘//’ in a/r/tography, and is what Springgay et al. (2005) describe as 
the “coming together of art and graphy, or image and word” (p.900). In doing so I aim to immerse 
the reader in the experiences of the research rather than having the experiences only serve as a 
data reference point.  
 
Identifying as practice based rather than arts-based or arts-informed, this research is considered 
to be both informed and based in the arts due partly to the method of presentation of the data. 
Franz (2005) describes, arts-informed research as including a “display or performance of the 
artwork in public to establish its reception and a verbal description of the whole process in a 
report or exegesis” (p.3). In exhibiting the artworks created in my research, I am able to connect 
to a larger audience rather than just the academy (Knowles & Cole, 2008). Art has the potential to 
be a “relational site” that serves as Grierson (2011) states, as a “bridge between people, ideas, 
policy and practice; a processual place where difference can reverberate in the creative 
conditions of thought and practice” (p.338).  
 
A/r/tography 
 
As this research sits between my identities as researcher and artist, insights from a/r/tography are 
useful for exploring these different themes in my research. Bickel (2005) describes a/r/tography 
as “a self-reflexive form of living inquiry that draws upon and interweaves the roles of the 
artist/researcher/teacher through the process of art making and writing” (p.8-9). Rather than 
separating these identities, a/r/tography explores the collective way each identity influences the 
other, and is also an introspective look at the way artists are situated within the world and their 
practice (Irwin et al., 2006 p. 70).  
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Irwin, (2007) recognises the necessity of the artist acknowledging and situating their art amongst 
the larger body of work and the world of art at large: 
 
[A/r/tographers] understand the need to be engaged in their own personal pursuits while 
they also recognize their pursuits are contiguously positioned alongside the pursuits of 
others, and are together becoming a whole constellation of pursuits. (p.6) 
 
This discovery of shared purpose and pursuits is one of the underlying tenants of A/r/tography; 
shared experience, inspiration, and influence are the cornerstones of discovery and can create 
new and unexpected connections both artistically and personally. As Irwin et al. (2008) state: 
 
A/r/tography is based in relational aesthetics, relational learning, and relational inquiring. 
Relationships are not free of tension...it was often in these dialogical collaborative spaces 
that surprisingly rich connections and ruptures happened. (p.78)   
 
The process of investigating these ruptures, allows for investigation into these ruptures, this 
space between identities, and in doing so, into the different and complex roles and activites 
enacted in and for these identities (Springgay, Irwin & Wilson Kind, 2008). A/r/tography seeks to 
explore the “openings” between identities; this exploration is not always a “passive” or gentle 
act, but is often undertaken in spaces “refusing comfort, predictability and safety” (Springgay, 
Irwin & Wilson Kind, 2008, p 905). I believe these ruptures are revealed when layers of our 
observable reality are removed and interrogated against experience and theoretical 
understanding (Neuman, 2006). It has become apparent that this research project is also about 
stripping back the empirical layer of observation to understand how the process and systems 
enacted in the studio could potentially affect the more complex processes being enacted in an 
educational environment.  
 
One of the considerations in relation to this research is that teachers, students and artists alike 
are often restricted in a school environment (Lymburner, 2004; Robinson, 2009). This restriction 
can be amplified by the way our education system is structured (Robinson, 2009) and the way 
that artist/teachers approach institutional environments (Lymburner, 2004). A/r/tography not only 
allows and encourages exploration of boundaries, but also acknowledges that one sometimes 
has to embrace them to enhance meaning (Irwin, 2006).  
 
A/r/tography encourages the growth of a researcher’s abilities if they are somewhat lacking in one 
of the artist/researcher/teacher threads, and encourages and enables the research to strengthen 
those areas that might need development. As Springgay et al. (2005) suggest, “being an 
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a/r/tographer sometimes calls for individuals to strengthen aspects of themselves that are not 
areas of strength; for instance, artists expand their educational interests, skills and abilities while 
educators enrich their artistic endeavours” (p. 75). As a/r/tography supports the whole identity of 
the researcher rather just one identity fragment, this methodology enabled me to maintain 
currency of creative practice whilst expanding my educational interests. 
 
Community of collaborative practice 
 
An interesting evolution through my research process has been a yearning to connect with other 
artists that share a common practice or process. These are what Wenger (1998, p.6) describes 
as “communities of practice”, which “can be thought of as shared histories of learning” (Wenger, 
1998, p.86). One of the more traditional ways to share practice as an artist is to share space, as 
in a studio or workshop, exhibit and attend workshops or symposiums. It is the need to seek out a 
group of like-minded people who share a kinship of practice that has become a driving force in my 
work, and that urge is something that A/r/tography supports. As Springgay et al (2005) states: 
“individuals or collectives wishing to pursue this kind of work may need to find, or create, their 
own community of practice" (p.74). Attending places of higher learning, such as university, is one 
of the main ways I have achieved these close knit communities in my practice so far, and has 
served as a way to form meaningful connections with other artists. It was important to have not 
only friendships that inspire and support, but participants with whom I can share a critical 
conversation about methods and practices (Springgay et al, 2005).     
 
It is the very nature of seeking out these connections that has driven me to seek knowledge 
from participating artists in this study, in addition to collaborating with them to create new and 
meaningful works. Co-creation of works using similar processes in art is something that I have 
sought for many years as not only desirable, but almost inevitable to my practice. It must be 
acknowledged that collaboration can be likened to entering the unknown, and this act of 
collaboration sits well within a/r/tography, for as Springgay et al. (2008) state, a/r/tography “is 
about dwelling in a space of inquiry that resists formal naming: A willingness to allow for 
discomfort, frayed edges, and holes” (p.901). 
 
The potency of the collaborative process lies in the way unexplored relationships between artists 
have the potential to be grown and strengthened in ways and directions that would not have 
happened under ordinary circumstances. These ‘rhizomatic’ relationships are something that 
have many different possibilities and outcomes. They also contain inherent multiple tensions due 
to the nature of cooperative artmaking, and part of this research aims to identify and perhaps 
even reconcile some of these tensions and possibilities.  
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After searching much of the literature regarding collaborative art practice, it is clear that there is a 
re-emergence in the popularity of collaborative research at an academic level. However, although 
there is a definitive interest in collaborative practice, Irwin (2006) highlights the current lack of 
autobiographical insights gained through collaborative art practice “while much has been written 
in a/r/tography about the need for autobiographical inquiry more needs to be written about the 
challenges and insights gained through collective artistic and educational praxis” (p.85). Leggo et. 
al. (2011, p.4) also recognize that a/r/tography is concerned with “communities of A/r/tographers 
working together in shared inquiry, articulating an evolution of research questions and performing 
evocative and/or provocative works for others”.  
 
The design of this research encompasses shared inquiry amongst a unique group of participants. 
Seeking out participants who share goals and ideals, to form what can be seen as a community of 
A/r/tographers, is something that has been fundamental to this research (Springgay et al., 2005). 
While my fellow participants may not refer to their own practice as a/r/tographical in nature, all 
participate in artist research, practice and teaching in their own way. It is the collective factor of 
this research that binds us into a temporary community of artists, who may also be regarded as a 
community of a/r/tographers with shared purpose and ideas, working towards a similar research 
goal.    
 
A/r/tography allows for the investigation of rhizomatic connections, or those connections that may 
have multiple and varying perspectives and contexts (Irwin et al., 2006, 2009; Springgay et al. 
2005; Torres et al. 2012). When unpacking the collaborative context, the notion of multiple 
perspectives is obviously evident; each person comes to the research with their own set of ideals 
and a contextual framework as a reference point. It is the negotiation of these frameworks that 
delivers new perspectives and contexts to examine. As Irwin (2006) states: 
 
Working through a collective artistic and educational praxis, we have come to appreciate 
the interruptions and surprises that have led to situational turning points. A/r/tography as a 
methodology of situations is steeped in divergent rhizomatic relationalities that question 
assumptions and invite new understandings of collaborations. (p.84) 
 
Leggo et. al.(2011) further describes the design of a/r/tography as an “artistic interpretation and 
representation alongside written discourse encouraging a form of living inquiry wherein 
participants and a/r/tographers continually ask questions, search out new understandings, and 
enact new interruptions, all in an attempt to create new knowledge” (p.4). This exchange of 
information, examination of ruptures and questioning of assumptions forms the basis of this 
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collaborative research, and gives prominence to the idea that collaborators are partaking in a 
conversation of ideals, experience, and thoughts.  
 
Many academics are in agreement that one of the primary purposes of collaboration is to create 
new and interesting forms of knowledge through an exchange of ideas (Berman 2010; Black, 
2012; Blackwell & Jefferies, 2006; Deck, 2004; Manousakis, 2013; Torres et al, 2012). However, 
the above definition of collaboration lacks an understanding of what drives people to begin 
collaborations, and warrants further investigation into the different ways that collaborations are 
formed.  
 
Baguley (2007) makes the distinction between cooperation, coordination and collaboration, 
iterating that distinguishing between them is important as there is common slippage between 
terminologies especially in the Fine Arts. In her definition:  
 
Cooperation is a sort term engagement with little or no risk to participants (financial or 
reputation), and the participants only share limited information concerned with relevant 
aspects of the project.  
 
Coordination is a longer-term formal arrangement, with more information shared about the 
purpose of the project, while the risk to individual (especially reputation) increases, however 
rewards are shared between participants.  
 
Collaboration is a “durable” high-risk (to both reputation and resources) with highly 
developed communication and is a relationship that shares in the results/rewards of the 
work. (see Baguley, 2007, p.17-10) 
 
As this research does involve risk to participant reputation and aims to be a short window of 
investigation into a longer term durable relationship between the participants, the term 
collaborative is most suitable to this study. Referring to creative educational partnerships, Bagnall 
(2007) describes three types of creative learning relationships in research as: toward learning, for 
learning, and in learning. The main differences are represented in Table 1. 
 
The relationships in this research move between both for learning and in learning as the 
participants enter the collaborations from the position of being able to heavily influence the 
research during the distinct collaborative phase (as shown in Table 1). However, as the research 
progressed past the art making, exhibiting and interviewing stages the collaborators were less 
able to influence the research and moved to an anticipated passive role.   
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Collaboration is a delicate balance between mutual gain and what Wright (2004, p.543) describes 
as being “generous of spirit”. As my research involved collaboration with other artists it was 
important to recognise that collaboration cannot be arrived at through coercion. It is a voluntary 
interaction that has the potential to have a profound impact on all participants (Friend & Cook, 
2003; Sowers, 1983). Therefore, for the collaborations in this research to be effective, participants 
needed to be willing volunteers, and needed to understand the potential impact of participation. 
Clandinin et al., (2007) highlight this as a primary issue with collaboration, pointing out the effect 
that collaboration can have, and the influence that participating in this type of research can have 
on participants:    
 
Too often from within the dominant narrative, collaborative research is seen as dividing up 
tasks and taking responsibility for individual tasks, perhaps coming together to weave 
together a final research text that answers the research question but does not attend to 
the lives in relation, to the ways that participating in the collaborative research changes all 
of us. (p.38) 
 
The ability of collaboration to influence participants brings into focus the definition by John-Steiner 
(2000) who describes two modes of collaboration as either integrative or complimentary. In this 
division, complimentary means having different skills and dividing up a task into separate parts, 
whereas integrative collaboration merges the artists into a unified force, melding not only skills but 
identities (Baguley, 2007; John-Steiner, 2000). Baguley (2007) describes this phenomenon as 
having “a profound sense of bonding. Artists forgo their personal style and the collaboration 
succeeds in transforming their work and personal life” (p.23-24). This position is supported by 
Miell and Littleton (2004), who state that the process of collaborative creativity has the power to 
change the way people view themselves. By extension, it was important to consider the possibility 
that the act of collaboration may have the ability to change and influence artistic practice.  
Table 1. Differences between collaborative partnerships In, For, and Towards Learning. Note. Reprinted from “Some 
conditions for creative partnerships in education,” Bagnall, R, 2007, conference presentation, Philosophy of Education Society 
of Australasia, p.7. 
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The following section will outline the research design and provides details on ethical 
considerations, artist selection, creation of artworks, and overall design of this project. This 
research comprised of two different data gathering stages: an initial solo investigation of practice; 
and following that, a collaborative inquiry comprising artistic collaboration and post collaborative 
interviews.  
 
Research design 
 
To collect the most reliable data, this research uses the process of triangulation to provide 
corroborating data (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). These multiple data sources include self-study 
using a solo investigation into artmaking practice and reflection, in addition to a second stage of 
collaborative artmaking and interviews. These data sources are gathered from two separate, yet 
linked enquiries. This deconstruction of practice is based on research principles outlined by Porter 
(2003) featured in Figure 4. 
 
 
Figure 4 illustrates the design of my investigation, with ever-widening spheres of connections 
radiating from this central core of art. My research investigation has two studio inquiry stages, the 
first being solo, and the second being collaborative. The first began with making art which 
involved a broader studio inquiry (materials, environment etc.), and includes an examination of 
 
Figure 3. Showing the central seed of research emanating from a core of art; radiating 
outwards linking studio to research practice. Adapted [reprinted] from “L/I/N/E/S: 
Examining personal artistic process” by Porter, N, 2003, p.22 (Unpublished Master’s 
thesis). Vancouver, BC: The University of British Columbia.  
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the connections to the research questions about optimal conditions of flow and creativity. The 
second inquiry is a reflexive inquiry built upon the findings of the first, centred on collaborative 
practice, and includes collaborative artmaking, reflection/reflexion and interviews. At all stages of 
this research art is central to the premise; it motivates, influences and provides a space for 
reflective investigation.  
 
The below outline illustrates the flow of the research design and how each element leads into and 
influences the others: 
 
1. STAGE 1: The first inquiry enacted the solo-investigation of practice. The data created 
during this time provided scaffolding for the design of the collaborative sessions, 
including the identification of appropriate collaborating artists.  
2. Solo works put on public display in the self-titled exhibition.  
3. STAGE 2: The second stage of this research design began with the recruitment of 
appropriate collaborators. Collaborations were completed in the following order: 
Cody>Brock>Inga> Hawkie. Between each collaboration, there were moments of self-
reflection and reflexion. This reflection meant that the later collaborations were able to be 
influenced by the earlier collaborations, and the approach was adjusted to be responsive 
to these changing needs.  
4. Interviews were conducted with all collaborating artists two months after the 
collaborations have taken place.  
5. The collaborative works are put on public display in the exhibition Collaborations. 
 
Ethical considerations  
 
A few of my initial primary concerns regarding the collaborative process included how to structure 
these collaborative encounters whilst being ethically aware of coercion; how to ensure that there 
wasn’t undue pressure placed on collaborating artists; and how to recruit appropriate participants 
(Downey, 2009). Underpinning my study was a strict appreciation that the ethical concerns must 
trump aesthetic concerns in the collaborative process, and that the integrity of my research was 
dependent on the ethical integrity regarding the collaborations (Downey 2009).  
 
Therefore, the ethical considerations took precedence in this study, even if it compromised the 
artistic outcomes of the artwork. The application of ethics in this research involved obtaining 
Human Research Ethics Committee approval which included: information regarding knowing the 
participants before the research, consent forms for interview prompts, and for the public use of 
images created during the collaborations. This approach was been adopted to minimize undue 
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strain placed on participants and was a critical stance to take for collaborative research. Downey 
(2009) states: “collaborative art practices...appear to be judged on the basis of the ethical efficacy 
underwriting the artist’s relationship to his or her collaborators rather than what makes these 
works interesting as art” (p.595) and this holds true for my own research.  
 
Understanding the power dynamic of the research and maintaining equal relationship standards 
throughout this collaborative process was of the utmost concern to creating an ethically sound 
study (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). Ideally, the entire process would have been collaborative in 
design; but, this research has to acknowledge the limitations of collaborative doctoral studies. 
Ultimately this study began as a solo endeavour, was restricted by academic constraints, which 
meant that a flexible framework was required to begin this research. However, this framework 
was designed with the ability to respond and be modified to feedback gathered during each of the 
collaborative stages. An examination of the success of these intentions will be analysed in the 
discussions chapter of this research. 
   
Selection of artist collaborators 
 
In order to gather meaningful data, the selection of the collaborating artists was done carefully 
and deliberately, with an emphasis on relationships that would enable the participants to have the 
required level of trust in order for them to complete the exercises freely (Broussine, 2008). This 
careful selection of participants meant that I expected a commonality between the participants 
and myself in both skill level and on a personal level (Neuman, 2006). I had at least one of two 
criteria in common with each participant: they were an educator or artist (sometimes both), and 
were drawn mostly from my own peer group of artist-friends. 
 
Although working with children in this study would potentially have added depth to the educational 
applicability of the findings; the choice to collaborate with adult artists was deliberately made as 
the activity of collaborative doodling is intended as a peer endeavour, and my peer group, being 
adults, was the most appropriate choice. An added challenge of working with adult collaborators 
was that encouraging the ability to think creatively in adults is sometimes a more challenging 
undertaking than encouraging the ability in children due to increased pressures to conform (El-
Murad et al., 2004; Land & Jarman 1993; Robinson, 2009, 2010). It is assumed that there would 
be significantly different outcomes if adults and students collaborated together rather than peer 
groups. This decision has a bearing on the way that the results from this study are extrapolated 
regarding a potential educational context in the discussion section of this research.  
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As part of this research involved an examination of the relationships between each of the 
participants and myself while conducting collaborative practice, robust outcomes were dependent 
on the mechanics of these relationships. An additional consideration when choosing the peer 
group was the level of trust required to undertake this investigation would have taken far too long 
to build with unknown collaborators, and this demand on time could have potentially been an 
ethically impractical request. The artists that were approached were practiced, with a high level of 
skill and familiarity with the art-making process.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi (1971) contends that flow occurs more frequently when there is enough of a 
challenge to prevent boredom, but the difficulty level is not too high as to risk frustration. The high 
level of skill required was intended to assist in allowing the participants to experience automatic 
moments of flow more easily, without risking boredom or frustration through their practiced 
experience (or implicit ability).   
 
One of the designs of this research was to create comparative modes of working within different 
situations. Taking advantage of the internet as a tool for international collaboration, I sought out 
an international participant to collaborate online. In my inquiry, Instagram was used to identify and 
contact Hawkie, one of the four participants recruited for this study. I chose to engage in the art 
making process with this collaborator in a hard copy format as there was a need to create more 
comparable outputs between this international and the three Australian based in-person 
collaborators. I also sought to use similar materials with all collaborations, the key consideration 
being the aesthetics of the final exhibition at the completion of the project.  
 
The collaborative interviews were semi-structured in design with some pre-prepared questions 
and the ability to seek clarification and ask additional questions, and were intended to blur the 
boundary between artist/interviewer (O’Toole & Beckett, 2010). Furthermore, as Springgay et al. 
(2005) state, trying to differentiate between the researcher and the research (or in this case the 
interviewer from the interviewee) is not only unnecessary, but also impossible: “there is no need 
to separate the personal from the professional any more than we can separate the dancer from 
the dance” (p.5). For me to be a successful researcher, I had to acknowledge that there was 
going to be a welcome personal connection to the participants, and that the study was positioned 
so that any relationship was examined for relevance and potential impact on resulting data, 
thereby achieving more authentic and realistic data outcomes. 
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Creation of artworks 
 
One of the main methods of data gathering in this inquiry was the creation of drawn images in 
both the solo and collaborative stages of this research. This qualitative technique was useful as it 
revealed unspoken meanings between participants, aided in creating a sense of “lightness” in the 
research, and acted as a catalyst for reflective discussion on the process (Broussine, 2008). As 
previously mentioned, one of the aims of my research was the discovery of both living and lived 
experience, which involved the exploration of sometimes complex emotions and feelings (Mullen 
2003; Stiles 2004; Broussine, 2008). I regarded the collaborative drawings not only as outcomes 
of creative process, but also as aids in the generation and exploration of shared or lived 
experience. In this context, these artworks acted as a springboard for the discussion of thoughts 
and emotions experienced during, throughout, and after the artmaking process.  
 
The inclusion of photographs of the artworks in the body of the research also elevates the status 
of these works to become additional active collaborators (Stanczak, 2007). This additional 
perspective allows for a lens of aesthetic assessment and judgement to be placed on the works. 
 
By using image creation as a primary method of data collection, I anticipated that the research 
questions would further develop responsively to the artworks, yet I was unsure of the exact 
direction that the research would develop in. It was this flexibility that influenced the solo and 
collaborative practices and the duality of confidence and unknowing inherent in the drawing and 
collaborative process, allowed my/our research to be responsive and be situated from a 
questioning position (Black, 2012, p.1). Using the method of drawing (doodling) as a primary 
method of data collection, also enabled the marks of each artist to influence different elements of 
the data, which placed emphasis on different aspects of the process (for example highlighting the 
importance of control and trust). These additional emphases created some surprising avenues of 
investigation which are more thoroughly explored in the discussion chapter of this exegesis. 
 
Interviews 
 
I chose to extract meanings relating to the visual data and collaborative experience in the form of 
two unstructured interviews per collaborator, which occurred before and after the collaborative 
process had taken place. I was keenly aware of issues surrounding interviews administered by 
myself as a collaborating artist, and took steps to minimise the risk of corrupted data. These 
potential corruptions included “collusion” and “silent voices” in that the participants may be too 
eager to agree to positive outcomes, and may also hold back negative information (O’Toole & 
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Beckett, 2010). To compensate for these issues, I clearly stated at the beginning of the research 
that negative outcomes are just as welcome as positive, that participation at all stages of the 
research was able to be terminated without the need for a reason, and that criticisms of the 
process would add value and robustness to the findings. These statements were repeated before 
both interviews and also before and during the collaborative sessions.   
 
Very early on in this research, I identified that the traditional structure of an interview, with the 
inherent power imbalance and formality, would almost certainly fail to develop relevant outcomes 
(Neuman, 2006). By relying on the familiarity and trust I had built with each participant, I was able 
to create an interview that was based on a common framework of questions with open ended 
questions that could lead to new and interesting perspectives, much like the phenomenological 
studies by both Reinders (1992), and Nelson and Rawlings (2007). These approaches utilised an 
interview structure that is more exploratory in nature, rather than strictly hypothesis-testing, 
thereby creating a more fluid way of developing connections with consensual and equal 
participants (Nelson & Rawlings, 2007).  
 
These interviews were intended to and provide a “sense-making” dialogue for reflection on the 
collaborative process (Broussine, 2008, p12). In unpacking and interpreting the data gathered 
from the drawings and interviews, a number of other approaches were also considered, including 
semiotic theory, which is a study of signs and codes that help to interpret pictorial meanings 
(Moriarty 2004). As Broussine (2008, p.11, paraphrasing Moriarty 2004) states: “in semiotic 
theory, a sign is anything that stands for something else, so a sign stands for an object or 
concept”. However, this method of analysis is only briefly harnessed as this research is less 
concerned with revealing a codified understanding of mark-making, and is more focused on the 
process of collaborative doodling.  
 
This research is intended to provide a somewhat comparable experience between collaborating 
sessions, but is only somewhat concerned with the idea of creating a neutral platform in which to 
collaborate with another artist. This is due to the understanding that each artist would bring their 
own lived experience into each session, and the differences between session locations, durations 
and outcomes are of significance to this research. Some of the marks made during collaborative 
sessions and comments during interviews had meaning that held the potential for further 
examination. These potential avenues of further exploration are discussed in the conclusions 
chapter of this exegesis.  
 
This examination of similarities and differences in the outcomes also involved the data analysis 
methods of Difference and Agreement, as Mills (1843) states:  
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If two or more instances in which the phenomenon occurs have only one circumstance in 
common, while two or more instances in which it does not occur have nothing in common 
save the absence of that circumstance; the circumstance in which alone the two sets of 
instances differ, is the effect, or cause, or a necessary part of the cause, of the 
phenomenon. (p.463) 
 
To assist in this analysis, where possible, I asked the participants to complete similar 
collaborative drawing tasks and answer similar interview questions. These tasks were based on 
the results of the techniques, materials, and environment manipulation trialled during the initial 
solo investigation stage of this study, and were extrapolated out to the collaborative stage of the 
research. The specifics of the solo investigation design, the collaboration design and the 
reasoning behind the choices are provided in the following sections. 
 
Design of the solo investigation  
 
In my own arts practice, the majority of the preparatory processes for doodling are pre-
determined, and include environmental controls, ranging from the choice of paper, time, location 
and subject matter. Just as Claxton and Lucas (2004), emphasise the impact that the 
environment can have on creativity, I tailor my workspace to maximise positive outcomes. This 
control of environment is deliberate, with soft music playing, having a clear table and tidy 
surroundings. Rather than the spontaneous doodling as conceptualised by Schott (2011), my own 
artwork involves conscious decisions to employ various drawing techniques and materials as well 
as making decisions about conditions that allow me to readily engage in the process of doodling. 
These techniques range from repetitive mark making to settling down with familiar music playing 
to aid in relaxing into the process of implicit art making. While artist Matthew Hillseth (2013) 
identifies drawing as having a pre-conceived end result, I regard doodling and drawing to have a 
more fluidic relationship, with each act often leading to moments of the other.   
 
In the design of this preliminary study of my artistic practice, I aimed to test out the environmental 
conditions and variables that might provide a basis for the second collaborative part of this 
research. The process of this investigation involved a reflective examination of the way my artistic 
practice evolved to place such an emphasis on doodling. This examination then tested 
environmental variables including materials, location, and music, in the creation of a set of solo 
works. These works (artistic journals plus sixteen in total) were exhibited in a self-titled exhibition 
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during 2012. Photos of the 2012 exhibition were lost1, but individual images of many of the works 
were recovered, and are discussed and included in the following chapter.     
 
Design of the collaborative investigation 
 
Using information gathered from my solo investigation, the collaborative sessions which make up 
Stage 2 of this research project, were designed so that each artist would produce four works, with 
a predetermined number of passes over each piece. Four works were chosen as there would be 
the ability for each artist to start two works each and finish two works each. The number was also 
specified as I had concerns over demanding too much from the participants while still gathering 
enough data to make comparisons. The size of the works was intended to be uniform, so that the 
exhibition at the end of the collaborations would have cohesiveness.  
 
To allow for the observation of differences, not all factors were kept uniform. However, using 
mostly similar tasks and situations enabled a more robust comparison of results between 
collaborations, and also gave me a solid basis to reflect on the process. These differences and 
similarities between the collaborations are presented in Table 2 and are discussed in further detail 
in both the discussion chapter.   
 
 
  
The collaborations were completed sequentially, beginning with Cody and finishing with Hawkie 
(see Table 2). The reflections that occurred during this research enabled the design of the 
collaborations to evolve and change according to the demands of the research. This was evident 
in the immediate removal of the requirement of surprise which was only somewhat enacted in the 
                                                          
1 The photographs taken of the works created for the first exhibition were destroyed unintentionally due to data loss 
and corruption.  
Order of 
completion 
Artist  
(in order of 
collaboration) 
Venue of in-person 
collaboration 
Number of 
works 
produced 
Size of works created 
*4 uniform intended 
for each collaboration 
1 Cody Joy Home Four 3 uniform 1 irregular* 
2 Brock Sibley Home Four 3 uniform 2 irregular* 
3 Inga Nolan Inga’s Studio Four 2 uniform 2 irregular* 
4 PJ Hawkie N/A (international  collaboration) Four 4 uniform 
Table 2. Intended order of completion of the collaborations (stage 2 or the research inquiry) 
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first collaboration with Cody Joy - this decision is discussed in more detail in the collaborations 
chapter. Additionally, elements of medium and canvas choice became more flexible with each 
subsequent collaboration.  
 
As the collaborations progressed, I also became increasingly aware of the need for incubation 
time between each of the collaborations. This incubation time was required to allow me time to 
process and reflect on the impact that each collaboration had on my own artistic practice (Eisner, 
2005; Horan, 2009; Robinson, 2001, 2009, 2010; Runco, 2014; Wallas, 1926).  
 
Each of the recruited participants completed the collaborative sessions and produced a unique 
set of data, which included the four art works and two interviews. After completion, each set of 
data was examined both separately and collectively. These data sets were examined using the 
Method of Agreement to establish commonality within the results, then an application of the 
Method of Difference to focus on the differences between the characteristics among the sets 
(Neuman, 2006; Mill, 1843). Similarities in style and making processes and outcomes were 
identified and moments of flow examined. These findings are included in the collaborations 
chapters and are further explored in the discussion chapter of this exegesis. The following 
chapter includes reflections on my art making process and discusses the data collected during 
the solo investigation exhibited publicly in the self-titled exhibition held in 2012. 
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Chapter 4 - Stage One: Solo Investigation 
 
The chapter details the investigation into my solo artistic practice. This heuristic inquiry utilised 
reflection on-action and reflection in-action (Schon, 1983) to provide deeper understanding of 
how flow moments are experienced in my artistic process. The insights gained from this inquiry, 
informed the design of the next collaborative stage of this research.  
 
In this chapter, my artistic practice is examined in relation to different methods of creating, and 
the role that the creating environment plays in my artistic process. This chapter is divided into 
three sections: 
 
• Development of artistic style 
• Solo investigation 2011-2012 
• Insights for collaborative inquiry 
 
Similarly to Hannigan (2012), the examination of my artistic process included an examination of 
key works created prior to the beginning of this research project in 2010. These inclusions 
demonstrate the development of my artistic style as I began to incorporate doodling into my 
artmaking practice, and they document my changing style and motivation. These works also 
provide a visual context and a basis of comparison for the collaborations in the subsequent 
chapters of this study.   
 
The second section of this chapter involves an examination of works created during the 2011-
2012 research period. Journal entries and a public installation are included in this examination. 
Insights on the process of making these artworks were based on reflection in-action that were 
documented in my artistic journals. As this investigation into my practice progressed, I began to 
distinguish between doodling, drawing and the role of conscious control; and I became 
concerned with exploring and identifying moments of flow and the changing tension between 
them. Selected artworks created during this time were exhibited during my 2012 solo exhibition. 
 
Insights gathered from these two strands of inquiry into the development of my artistic style, and 
the solo investigation make up Stage 1 of this research project. These insights include 
understandings about my preferred creative practice, material usage, and when doodling 
becomes drawing; and they were used to create a framework for the second collaborative stage 
of this research, which is detailed in Chapter 5. 
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Development of artistic process 
 
My work is born from a questing position, which means I often don’t know the end product of my 
mark making, as it generally reveals itself to me only at completion (Barone & Eisner, 2012; 
Heron, 2010). This discovery of purpose and outcome after the creation of works is discussed 
by Eisner (2002): 
 
Aims, purposes and ideas not only precede action; they often follow it. The material itself 
becomes a source of suggestive ideation. The qualitative exploration of a material can 
generate new ideas or aims. Thus these processes are better thought of as a form or 
dialogue, a mode of conversation with the material rather than a monologue directed 
solely by the artist to a compliant material. (p.111) 
 
I have often regarded my style of art making as playful and loose. Doodling is inherent in the 
process, whether it forms the preliminary sketches, or is an element of the final work. However, 
a quick investigation into my work over the last five years would query this claim of looseness, 
as many of the works created during this time have demanded control, focus and restraint which 
are processes seemingly at the opposite end of the spectrum. However, the state entered into 
through these works has been similar, as they have all provided fertile ground for moments of 
what I now recognise as “flow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1971) to flourish.  
 
Works created prior to this research 
 
Although not explicitly known at the time, flow moments have always been a focus in my work. 
In the early stages of my artistic career I started used repetitive processes such as individually 
cutting, sticking, and gluing of intricate pieces. This intense focus in my early work led to the 
creation of large collages which dominated my final year undergraduate studies. During this 
year, my journaling became somewhat of a foil to these highly structured and politically focused 
works. In these journals I found myself experimenting freely with line, colour and mediums in 
ways that seemed to be a very visible departure from my main body of work. Instead of being 
politically motivated, these journal excerpts came to signify a shift of focus from the end 
products to the process of creating.   
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Broadway Jong-Il 
 
One example of these formulaic large scale collages is Broadway Jong-Il (Figure 4), a four 
panel work completed using individual collaged pieces. This piece was completed in 2008, and 
is constructed from 10,816 1 x 1cm squares of coloured paper with the image of Kim Jong Il on 
the surface. The motivations for this piece came from my time spent living in Qingdao, in the 
People’s Republic of China. Whilst in Qingdao, during 2004, I became acutely aware of the 
plight of the North Korean refugees living fearing extradition (and execution) hiding in the city; 
and this experience was vastly different from my own irreverent experiences of the city.  
 
This work was a response to that situation, juxtaposing the image of Kim Jong Il with a colourful 
homage to Mondrian’s Broadway Boogie Woogie (1942-1943). The design of the piece was 
tightly controlled in all stages of making, from the line drawing of the figure, to the construction 
of the board canvases and the colouring and cutting of the small paper squares. Within this 
artmaking process, the frequency of the colouring was the only variable left to chance, as all the 
squares were mixed together in a container and picked out at random.     
 
After reflecting on notes made in my journals, I recall that moments of flow were experienced 
mostly during the assembly stage of this work, as each coloured square was picked, and placed 
individually onto the surface of the boards. An excerpt from my journals at the time details these 
feelings below.  
 
I like the repetitive action of sticking; how each square fits onto the board and the way the 
glue squishes between the paper and the board. I feel at peace making this work –
everything fits. Even though the earlier preparations were laborious, I am grateful for my 
earlier efforts as don’t have to think about anything, just picking, placing and sticking. 
 
The flow moments experienced in this particular part of the process contrasted to the lack of 
enjoyment found in the proceeding preparation stages of making this work. As I hadn’t had 
much experience with constructing this type of frame before, I found the creation and assembly 
of the frame to be difficult. It demanded my concentration and I frequently had to seek 
assistance in their creation. Similarly, there were very few flow moments found in the painting 
and cutting of the squares of paper as the activity became frustrating and awkwardly tiresome.  
 
It was the sticking in this project that I found to be the most enjoyable. This particular action 
required a combination of deep focus and repetitive action that allowed me to get into the zone 
of artmaking. This process resulted in a loss of sense of time and in combination with the deep 
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focus re two factors identified by Csikszentmihalyi in (1971, 1990) as necessary conditions for 
flow. Concentration was required in both the preparation and assembly stages of this work; this 
concentration is vital for flow moments, but there was an important distinction between the types 
and quality of concentration required in each stage (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). During the 
preparation stage of the activity, there was a large knowledge gap which required continual 
questioning; this questioning resulted in frequent interruptions and a high level of conscious 
effort to maintain focus. Essentially, the difficulty level was too high during the preparation stage 
of this project, which illustrates the theory that the level of difficulty is a critical consideration for 
concentration turning into a deeper (and gentler) focus.   
 
The moments of flow experienced during the creation of this piece drove me to seek ever-
increasing moments of flow in my art making. The intense dislike of the preparation stages of 
this work made me seek out more direct ways of creating, with quicker results, and feedback, 
and signalled the switch from the collaged work to one in which drawing and painting 
predominated.  
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Figure 4. Katherine Barrand, 2008, Broadway Jong-Il, mixed media 
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Mussels  
 
The drawing Mussels Figure 5, was the first made during my Honours year (2009), was part of a 
set that were similar to Broadway Jong Il (see Figure 4) in that they utilised repetition, a 4x4 
layout and pre-determined formula in their conception. However, despite the detail, was far less 
rigid in style, with the structure of the piece featuring repeating cascading bunches drawn at 
somewhat random intervals. There is a world of physical difference between cutting and sticking 
squares and working with graphite in a loose mark making exercise, and these drawings 
became a celebration of immediate, flowing results. Flow was experienced through movements 
associated with repetition of shape and line. Far more flow was experienced in this work than in 
the quite rigid and restrictive piece of Broadway Jong-Il.  
 
Mussels fits the definition of doodling offered by Schott (2011), in that the mark making is both 
physically and mentally repetitive. However this work was limited in possibilities and my curiosity 
led me to push against the repetitive mark making. I regard this work as a bridge between the 
previous highly structured and controlled work in Broadway Jong Il and the much freer doodling 
work that followed. 
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Figure 5. Katherine Barrand, 2009, Mussels, graphite on paper 
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Zygote 
 
The work in Figure 6, Zygote, was also completed in 2009 as part of my Honours research, and 
continued my exploration of line and extrapolated it into a process which had little 
predetermined structure, thus taking it further into the process of doodling. The materials used 
are the same as the previous work, with the clean, sharp graphite providing consistency in mark 
making. This drawing is playful and has elements of looseness about; yet this looseness is built 
on a foundation of control and focus.  
 
The drawing process quickly developed from the restricted palette featured in (figure x mussels) 
into an exploration of a more naturalistic doodling style; in doing so I started experienced more 
frequent moments of flow in these pieces than in any previous works. I attribute this increase in 
flow to the way doodling allowed me to become more absorbed in the process of making, with 
less regard for product.  
 
This style of doodling quickly became my default artistic style; with variations stemming from 
this core process. Most subsequent works vary from this piece in content, although occasionally 
feature similar shapes and patterns. The common factor between this piece and later works is 
that it is the style of working that has become my default setting and has become a systematic 
exploration of doodling. As with this piece there is a semblance of a gravitational direction which 
is a feature common to the majority of works created to date. This solidifying of a default 
process supports Schott’s (2011) notion of a habitual doodler becoming set in drawing 
consistent imagery. In this instance the consistency in style is not confined to the physical 
imagery, but also in the process of making. 
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Investigation into my art practice (2011-2012)  
 
Early Collaborations 
 
Before the works were created for the solo exhibition (Stage 1 of this research inquiry), an 
invitation to create a collaborative piece came from my artist-partner, Karl Woodward, to 
contribute a collaborative piece to his solo show in 2011. He gave me the work (see Figure 7), 
with no directions on how to complete the piece. I chose to doodle, using blue and white 
markers to contrast with the coloured squares of his work.  
 
I started from the bottom of the work, inking my way up the red square with a blue marker, filling 
in details around the edge last (see Figure 8). White was the final layer to be doodled onto the 
work. After the work was completed, I reflected on the way I needed to view and interpret Karl’s 
very different style, and compliment it - I almost had to problem-solve how to compliment the 
artwork without dominating it too much. It was a combination of creative vision, and I 
appreciated the way that this initial collaboration made me produce work that wouldn’t have 
been produced in any other way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Karl Woodward, 2011, Untitled (in 
progress), mixed media 
Figure 8. Karl Woodward and Katherine 
Barrand, 2011, Untitled, mixed media 
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The work I like… (see Figure 9) only the second collaborative piece attempted by me. Again it 
was completed with my partner, Karl Woodward, with him providing the initial layer of circle 
stickers as a base for me to work from. In this instance Karl actually requested that the stickers 
he provided be turned into a character piece. I placed the stickers onto the board, and chose to 
paint with shades of blue paint, as blue was one of the colours already used in the stickers.  
Although Karl had requested a recognisable character (instead of only patterning), no 
forethought into the design of the character was completed prior to picking up the paintbrush. 
This character emerged naturally from the work, and the surprising results of this collaboration 
encouraged me to focus on making more works with different artists.   
 
Figure 9. Karl Woodward and Katherine Barrand, 2012, I like..., mixed media 
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Meeting Notes 
 
In the piece Meeting Notes (see Figure 10), I tested the doodling during a rather longwinded 
meeting. Before beginning this work, I felt my attention drifting from the agenda items, and 
drawing in this style allowed me to maintain focus on the content of the meeting rather than 
allowing myself to get distracted. 
  
The way that doodling this work enabled me to maintain focus on the meeting content could be 
an indicator that Andrade’s (2010) argument (that doodling aids in the retention of information 
by preventing mind-wandering), may also include free-form, or artistic doodling - rather than just 
shading pre-determined outlines. Interestingly, there were no flow moments experienced during 
the making of this piece, and this could very well be attributed to the environment; as potentially 
breaking normal meeting protocol in professional setting did not allow me to enter the zone. 
Additionally, from this experience of concentrating whilst doodling, it could be inferred that those 
in Andrade’s (2010) and Schott’s (2011) doodling studies may not have readily entered a flow 
state, and that duality of focus signals the demarcation between doodling for memory retention, 
and doodling flow. 
  
Waiting for the Train 
 
The work Waiting for the Train (see Figure 11) was created as the title suggests, 
opportunistically at the train station on the back of a promotional flyer. Although created in an 
unfamiliar and somewhat uncomfortable environment, during this work multiple moments of flow 
were experienced. The reasons for this work resulting allowing me to experience flow moments 
were twofold: unlike in Meeting Notes (figure x), this piece was created without the demands of 
having my attention split between two tasks; and there was less pressure to conform to regular 
social conventions. Unlike most works made for this exhibition, there is no right way to view the 
work, and this concept of negotiating the orientation of a collaborative piece is something that 
ended up featuring in the collaborations.  
 
The way this work was completed also represents my overarching need for daily creative 
output. I am not alone in the need to undertake regular creative work; as Springgay et al. (2005) 
state, “ar/tographers need to engage in a practice each day to help them connect with the slow 
and important work of contemplative and creative practice” (p.76). It is during this practice that 
phenomenological insights identified by Nelson & Rawlings, (2007) as “the sense of discovery 
through interaction with the medium; and the interfering role of the conscious, critical mental 
processes” (p.222), are revealed. 
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Figure 10. Katherine Barrand, 2011, Meeting Notes, Pen on paper 
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Figure 11. Katherine Barrand, 2011, Waiting for the train, Pencil on paper 
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Window Doodle 
 
I began to start experimenting with using different materials and surfaces with Window Doodle 
(see Figure 12) which was created with liquid chalk markers drawn directly onto a window pane 
in my flat. Beginning with patterning, form emerged spontaneously from the suggestive lines 
which coalesced into the creature.  
 
The development of the pattern into a more substantial shape (more substantial than just 
freeform doodling as in Waiting for the Train (see Figure 11) was somewhat surprising. Even 
though the medium and surface were initially new to me, they were still similar enough to other 
materials so the learning curve was not too steep. Moments of flow happened readily which 
might also be partly due to the novelty in using these new materials. The emergence of the form 
from pattern began me to start seeking when doodling became drawing, and if this distinction 
impacted on flow moments.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signal Box 
 
The work, Signal Box, (see Figures 13 & 14) was created as a part of a commissioned series to 
brighten up signal boxes in Ballarat. Initially, I painted the coloured stripes that make up the 
Figure 12.Katherine Barrand, 2011, Window Doodle, liquid chalk 
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background, and then to finish the piece, I doodled with black and white spray paint over the 
top. One of the key differences when creating this work was the presence of an audience whilst 
making the work. Having the public be able to witness the creative process (and the inevitable 
mistakes) was somewhat nerve-racking, and initially impeded moments of flow from happening. 
However, this inability to experience moments of flow was temporary, and mostly confined to 
the creation of the background stripes. When I started doodling over the top of the stripes, I was 
able to enter a flow state. To enter into this flow state, there was a necessity to block out the 
audience, and concentrated on the lines being created. This elevated concentration created a 
deeper flow state which was more intense than those experienced in the studio environment 
without an audience.  
 
The effect of having an audience was that the moments of focus experienced during the making 
of this piece were both more elusive and more intense. I attribute this intensity of flow 
experience to the necessity of blocking out the distractions of the audience. This intensity of 
focus created intense moments with the work; unfortunately, this flow was easily broken with 
multiple moments of interruption from the audience. The self-consciousness brought about by 
the presence of the audience made it difficult to regain these flow moments once they had been 
interrupted. Comparing the difference between the studio environment and the public situation 
while using a similar technique emphasised the role that the environment and solitude (and 
perhaps even respect for artistic practice) plays in creating flow moments.   
 
Figure 14. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Signal Box, spray paint Figure 13. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Signal Box, spray paint 
 76 
 
Solo Exhibition (December 2012, Red Brick Gallery, Ballarat) 
 
The following sketches and works are examples of those created as part of the solo exhibition 
titled Kat Barrand dated 12th of December 2012. Unfortunately, many photos of the exhibition 
were lost due to data corruption issues. However, individual photos of the works were able to be 
retrieved. The works from this exhibition are shown in order of completion and show a 
progression from the abstract pattern-based doodling to more of what I refer to as “character-
based” doodling (see Figures 8 & 9), and culminate into a pre-planned work. These works also 
display a shift from the looser form of doodling to more intentional controlled drawing. These 
findings and the implications for the collaborative inquiry will be discussed in the following 
section 
 
These were the first works created for the solo exhibition, Stage 1 of this research inquiry. 
These works develop in style from loose doodling in Lace (see Figure 15) to works that have 
mostly utilised conscious intervention in their creation such as Firestater (see Figure 20). This 
development from doodling to concious mark making was an intentional progression, so that the 
limits of what I considered doodling in my own practice could be defined and tested.  
 
The balance tips from doodling to drawing at the picture, Firestarter, where I utilised only slight 
amounts of doodling for the preliminary sketchwork. This change is measurable with the 
majority of the piece composed of intentional mark making (drawing) and minor (if any) amounts 
of doodling. The distinction between drawing and doodling is also one that artist Mathew 
Hillseth (2013) also makes. The differences between the works in Everywhere (see Figure 19) 
and Firestarter are illustrative of this demarkation I make between doodling vs. drawing, and of 
freedom vs. control. Therefore they are of particular interest to me as they were made one after 
the other, with the only change being my intentions regarding the pieces.  
 
In Everywhere I set out with the intention of doodling from the beginning. I started to paint with 
no intention or understanding of what I would produce, and soon became immersed in the 
process of painting. This doodling resulted in the formation of characters that had not been 
preconceived. The characters emerged organically from the work yet to me appear almost as 
an afterthought.  
 
This is in contrast to Firestarter which began with my intention to paint a character. While I knew 
in advance what I wanted the character to look like, the posture of the character was unknown, 
as was the secondary object being held. I started this work by sketching onto the board with a 
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pencil, and the character’s posture and size emerged. I then doodled a bit creating various 
shapes in the character’s hands, and after a short time I conciously chose the best fitting shape, 
which was developed into the object of a teddybear. 
 
I regard Firestarter as an outcome of conscious intervention from beginning to end. The focus 
on the piece was on the product, and even though flow was experienced in the making of this 
work (similarly to how flow was experienced in Broadway Jong Il above), there were fewer flow 
moments in the making of this work, than I exerienced during the making of Everywhere. I 
attribute this lower level of flow to thoughts on controlling how the final product would look 
interfering with opportunities of focus. 
 
At first, the use of different materials and mediums did influence my experience of flow. Different 
materials also were more naturally suited to doodling, and those were materials that provided 
constant physical presence on the page like ink markers or rotring pencils (see Figures 15, 16, 
17 & 18). The materials that interrupted flow, such as paint and brushes created natural 
moments of reflection when the material needs replenishing/re-inking.  
 
These moments of reflection served as a breathing space from the intensity of immersion in the 
making, yet frequently broke moments of flow. Additionally, when I made marks with unfamiliar 
mediums, I found that the actual marks differed significantly from the anticipated results. This 
difference in results was jarring and made me focus on mastering the nuances of the medium 
instead of relaxing into a state which allowed moments of flow. The change of focus meant that 
doodling became less frequent as I was conciously trying to change what I was making.  
 
One of the main findings from this series of works was that I could usually predict what main 
element would dominate each piece. When a character was dominant in a work, the piece 
began with drawing eyes and radiating out from that core. When a pattern became dominant, it 
usually started with flowing lines and the backfilling of subsequent shapes. The intensity of flow 
moments between these two approaches did not differ, as long as my focus remained with the 
process instead of the product.    
 
The final larger works explored the way the artistic medium can impact on moments of flow. 
This concept was further explored by continuing the use of spray paint; which is a material that 
demands a high degree of physical flow. As I was quite familiar with the medium, I felt capable 
in my ability to create the desired outcome. Figures 23, 24 and 25 show the development of this 
technique, in three works which were started as a triptych (see Figures 21 & 22), with 
connected lines across all three works. The physicality of working with spray paint demanded 
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greater movement and physicality in the works. An individual third colour was used on each 
piece, and the detailing in white was completed individually on each work.  
 
The works in Figures 21 and 22 were an attempt to seize an opportunity to explore with the 
notions of audience impacting on flow moments. They utilised a similar artistic style of making to 
the works in Figures 18, 19 and 20, yet were completed in different venues, one public (figures 
21 & 22), one private (Figures 18, 19 & 20).  
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Figure 16. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Doodlebug, ink on paper 
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Figure 17. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Jazz Hands, ink on paper 
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Figure 18. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Threedom, watercolour on paper 
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Figure 19. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Everywhere, acrylic on wood 
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Figure 20. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Firestarter, acrylic on wood 
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Figure 21. Katherine Barrand, 2012, One, Two & Three, spray paint (first layer) 
Figure 22 Katherine Barrand, 2012, One, Two & Three, spray paint (second layer) 
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Figure 23. Katherine Barrand, 2012, One, mixed media 
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Figure 24. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Two, mixed media 
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Figure 25. Katherine Barrand, 2012, Three, mixed media 
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Insights from solo investigation 
 
Bray (2000) describes learning as “…an act of interpretation. It involves fusion of horizons 
between the horizon of the person (who is immersed in his or her life-world) and the horizon of 
the lived experience that is the object of attention” and that the interpretation of these 
intersections (or ruptures) in a “fusion of horizons from which new meaning emerges” (p.23). 
This section summarises the insights about the way different conditions impacted (positively 
and negatively) on flow moments. One such ‘emergent meaning’ is a definition of what I 
consider to be doodling. 
 
Doodling 
 
The works created in Stage 1 of this research that I consider to be doodling share many of the 
same processes - these processes include constant, repetitive, methodical mark-making and 
working with clean lines. From the work completed, I came to the understanding that doodling is 
process driven and becomes drawing only when the conscious considerations interfere with 
flow moments, and prioritise product over process. Flow moments were most commonly 
experienced during the making of the artworks that are more recognisable as traditional 
doodling, which includes works that have repetitive action, free flowing lines and intense focus. 
There were several factors that I found that influenced moments of flow whilst creating work, the 
setting; materials/surfaces; audience; social pressure/trust; collaborative influence; intentions. 
 
Environment 
 
Artworks developed for Stage 1 were created in several different environments, including the 
studio, meeting rooms and public spaces. The change in environment was influential in the way 
that flow moments were experienced when making the works. The most influential changes 
affecting flow moments were changes in environment time of day, comfort, safety concerns and 
weather.    
 
Sometimes studio temperature and light controlled the environment. I was able to work any time 
of the day and in comfortable conditions with easy access to amenities. The ability to relax in 
this environment, without concerns for safety, access, lighting and weather meant that 
experiencing flow moments became expected rather than occasional. The flow moments in the 
studio were anticipated and were familiar, in that they never became more or less than they 
usually were.     
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As a daily practice, the environment changes according to different situations, such as Waiting 
for the train (see Figure 11). In this change there can be an element of uncomfortableness 
associated with working outside the studio, yet it is this element that created infrequent yet 
intense levels of flow to happen. It was the need to block out distractions and focus intensely on 
the work being that created these noticeable and powerful flow moments to occur. Although 
more intense, the infrequent nature of these moments made working outdoors and in situ an 
unreliable way to experience flow. The added difficulties of unreliable lighting, unpredictable 
weather and often having to travel large distances to each destination made working outdoors 
less favourable for the second collaborative stage of this research.  
 
Materials/surfaces 
 
Materials 
 
Pencil - There was a contemplative quality that came with using pencil (see Figure 11). This 
was caused by the need to stop and sharpen the pencil every few lines, yet the stop/start nature 
of sharpening the pencil was not as intrusive as predicted. Smudging was an issue that I 
needed to be aware of, but the familiarity of working with pencil let me frequently experience 
flow moments.  
 
Watercolour - is a medium that before using for this stage of the research I was mostly 
unfamiliar with. Creating works using watercolour paints (see Figure 18) caused tension in my 
style, and my unfamiliarity with the medium meant that I experienced difficulty in relaxing into 
the process of creating. Ultimately, my unfamiliarity with watercolour meant that I experienced 
few flow moments and those that occurred were often fleeting due to frustrating with the 
medium not performing in a way that I anticipated it would.  
 
Acrylic - Although I am quite familiar with using acrylic paints, there was a seeming lack of 
immediacy in the creation of these works (see Figures 19 & 20). The purposeful approach to the 
works, and the awkwardness of having a drying palette to contend with was quite intrusive to 
moments of flow. Potentially, this was due to the approach I used to create these works - which 
was quite tight and restrictive - but the drying time was inhibitive, and the pauses to assess the 
work were greater when using this medium than with pencil. Using paint in a different way (i.e. 
similar to Jackson Pollock), might create a very different outcome.   
 
Spray paint – The main benefit of spray paint is that it enabled me to create flowing lines without 
the need to repeatedly dip a brush in paint or rinse between colour applications (see Figures 13, 
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14, 23, 24, & 25). Quicker drying times meant multiple layers were achieved without fuss. The 
medium encourages the painter to use their whole body and cover large surface areas. As I am 
familiar with the use of spray paint, I found the application easy, but would be concerned that 
there is a steep learning curve with becoming proficient with spray paint and similar to my 
experiences with using watercolour, collaborating artists that are unfamiliar with the material 
might find their concentration moves from creating to mastering the skill, which I found inhibitive 
to flow moments. This potentially means that a level of mastery is a prerequisite for flow.      
 
Ink/chalk markers/pens - Similar to using a pencil, ink markers and pens are easy to use and 
create crisp flowing lines without the need to stop to sharpen - as with pencils (see Figure 12). I 
would anticipate that there is minimal learning curve to using these materials as they are a 
medium that many artists use in everyday practice, and would be very suitable for 
collaborations.  
 
Surfaces 
 
Paper - Easy, familiar, forgiving. Paper is a known quantity. I could anticipate how the material 
would interact with the medium,  
 
Wood The natural texture of the wood played a role in the way the works were approached, 
weaving into the narrative of the piece (see Figures 19 & 20). The hardness of the surface and 
absorbency created blurred lines when using inks, and meant that needed to be paired with 
acrylic/spray paints.    
 
Glass - The smooth surface meant the chalk marker acted similarly to a whiteboard marker on a 
whiteboard. The coldness of the material was surprising, and this change in temperature made 
me aware of the process of making, although this awareness did not stop flow moments from 
occurring, it did affect the continuity of flow and frequently shifted the focus of the line making to 
the positioning of my hand.     
  
Metal - Similarly to glass, metal was a cold, unmovable, vertical surface. Due to the outdoor 
aspect, the work required paint to be used and the weather played a significant role in the work. 
The size of the work, and being 3D in nature, led for moments of flow to happen, but the 
cumbersome nature of having to work very closely to the ground quickly led to frustration and 
interrupted flow moments.     
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Canvas - The give that canvas had let the medium be applied to the surface forgivingly. As 
canvas is so versatile, spray paint, acrylic, markers were all able to be used. Needs to be 
adequately stretched over a frame.  
 
Size 
 
The different sizes of the works did contribute to moments of flow occurring. When works were 
larger, similar to dancing, the body was able to become part of the flow. Having less boundaries 
allowed large lines to be followed and with each flow seemed to happen naturally. Having to 
complete larger works did become more demanding physically, and especially the ones in situ 
were often large and unwieldy to work with.  
 
The boundaries of a small page provided an interesting challenge. My artistic style tends to 
become tight, concentrated, small and repetitive, and it is in these moments that flow usually 
happens for me. Starting off with a few larger strokes on the page, the mark making moved from 
the spontaneous quickly and became focused on filling in details. This process of filling in 
details created moments of flow, which usually spread over the page in a single layered 
application. Generally the smaller details created more flow moments than the creation of the 
larger structural lines that the details worked around.  
 
Audience/ Social pressure/trust 
 
When creating the works with an audience present, there is an element of pressure to get it 
right, as your actions are seemingly being assessed from each moment to the next. Mistakes 
with an audience to witness them are embarrassing, and this is something that I don’t usually 
contend with in my studio practice. When making the works publicly in (see Figures 13 & 14) 
there were constant interruptions, ranging from compliments to critics of the works and my 
techniques. This experience brought to my attention the requirement of the second stage of this 
research, the collaborations, to acknowledge the need for trust and the way having an audience 
has the potential to negatively affect the creating process. 
 
Making art in-situ with the pressure of an audience usually meant that less flow moments 
occurred and those that did were of a different type of flow. The flow experienced was hyper-
focused, born from intense and energetic concentration. Music listened to through earphones 
helped to create a barrier between the audience any myself to assist with these moments of 
flow occurring.   
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Collaborating  
 
I found the ownership of the collaborative work somewhat problematic - whose work was it, and 
did it matter if it wasn’t a commercial endeavour? Understanding the other artist’s expectations 
on my creative input created an environment that brought about some anxiety to make sure the 
work met these expectations and added value to the piece. The actual act of creating over/with 
another’s work, created an interesting dynamic, one that meant I was encouraged to experiment 
more than I usually would, and approach the making process with a fresh perspective. The 
desire to better understand the role that collaboration plays in creating moments of flow 
encouraged me to seek out further collaborative experiences.   
 
Intentions 
 
A concern that I became aware of during the making of these works, was, does the act of 
wanting to experience flow change the experience of flow? When there was a rigid concept of 
what I was intending to create, as seen in the piece Firestarter (figure X), and collaborative 
pieces with Karl Woodward (figures x and x), there seemed to be a different quality of flow 
moments experienced. Rather than being wholly absorbed into the making process, having a 
set of expected outcomes that needed meeting changed my experiences of flow. These pieces 
required me to stop, review and actively evaluate the way they were meeting these parameters 
during the making process. Although still actively experienced, this constant evaluation 
somewhat impeded on flow moments becoming deeper sustained experiences. This experience 
highlights the way being familiar with a task creates flow moments (Sawyer, 2012) and how as 
doodling has different expectations resulting in less active evaluation may encourage deeper 
and sustained experiences of flow to occur.   
 
Summary 
 
In working through different environments and with different materials and surfaces, I was able to 
identify the optimal conditions for my art practice to take place, and was able to link them to 
aspects of peak creativity and flow.  
 
The key findings from this stage were: 
• Working in the studio in a comfortable, predictable environment was the most reliable was 
to create moments of flow.  
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• Material choice is more important than was first envisioned, and should be user friendly 
and familiar to all participants; materials that take certain levels of skills to be competent 
should be avoided.  
• Paper is the most versatile surface to work on, and by being easily sent through the post 
will also allow for comparable international collaboration to take place.  
• The way each collaborator views the other and the level of trust between collaborators is 
critical in encouraging flow moments to occur.  
• The potential for differences in artistic intentions (emphasis on process over product) of 
each artist may impact on the way flow moments are experienced by each artist.  
 
These understandings directly influenced the design of for the second, collaborative stage of the 
research, and determined that the collaborations would be completed on paper, with 
comparable and familiar materials such as pens and pencils, and be conducted in a studio 
environment. My definition of doodling hinged on my preference of process over product. 
However, I chose to not define what doodling was prior to working with each of the participating 
artists, as visually exploring their interpretations of doodling was an important part of the 
research.  
 
The way these decisions impacted on the second collaborative stage of this research are 
examined in more detail in the following chapter, along with images of the final works, interviews 
with each artist and reflections on how each collaboration evolved.  
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Chapter 5 - Stage Two: Collaborations  
 
This section introduces the artists that participated in the collaborative studies: Cody Joy, Brock 
Sibley, Inga Nolan and PJ Hawkie. Each of these artists completed four works in collaboration 
with myself, and each participated in a semi-structured interview after the making of the work 
was completed. The aims of each collaboration, the setting and timeframe they were completed 
in is outlined in Table 3.  
 
 
 
The results of these collaborations are a series of works that were exhibited at the 
Collaborations show, held at Wolves Children Gallery, Ballarat, during December 2013 and 
January 2014.The exhibition was open for the public to view and brought together the artists 
who worked separately with me into the one shared space; reinforcing the collectivist nature of 
the collaborative process. The photographs of the works featured in the exhibition are included 
at the start of each of the collaborating artist’s section, and pictures of the individual finished 
pieces, interviews and analysis of each are divided up by each artist in chronological order of 
completion.  
 
Each of the artworks completed had between one to two passes from each of the artists 
involved. As each of the artworks has a unique composition of these passes, each work and the 
order and amount of passes is outlined in Table 4. The order and amount of these passes had 
an overall impact on the way the artwork progressed, and usually impacted on the depth of the 
mark-making conversation in each work.  
 Cody Joy Brock Sibley Inga Nolan PJ Hawkie 
Collaboration 
Aims 
Test model of 
collaboration 
design. Reflect 
on insights and 
create new 
model. 
Use updated 
collaborative 
design with fresh 
perspective. 
Use updated 
collaborative 
design in a new 
setting. 
Test the influence 
of proximity and 
relationships in 
collaborative 
doodling.  
  Collaborative 
works at kitchen 
table;  privately in 
own studios 
Collaborative 
works at kitchen 
table; privately in 
own studios 
Collaborative 
works in Inga’s 
studio; privately 
in own studios 
Separately in 
own studios. 
Timeframe February 2013 April 2013 May 2013 July 2013 
Table 3. Collaboration aims, setting and timeframe. 
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At the end of each of the artist’s sections is a reflection of how each of the collaborations took 
place and a closer examination on the art making process. These reflections were developed by 
examining the way each collaboration progressed, and this section discusses what worked, 
what could have been done better, and what was adapted or continued to the next 
collaboration. As this collaborative inquiry has heuristic progression, the inclusion of works, 
interviews and analysis are intentionally included to demonstrate the changing process between 
collaborations, and provide context for the subsequent collaborations. These findings are 
expanded and developed further in the Discussion chapter of the exegesis.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Artwork First Pass Second Pass Third Pass Fourth Pass 
Work 1 Cody Joy Katherine Barrand Cody Joy Katherine Barrand 
Work 2 Katherine Barrand Cody Joy   
Work 3 Katherine Barrand Cody Joy   
Work 4  Cody Joy Katherine Barrand   
Work 5 Katherine Barrand Brock Sibley Katherine Barrand Brock Sibley 
Work 6 Brock Sibley Katherine Barrand Brock Sibley Katherine Barrand 
Work 7 Katherine Barrand Brock Sibley   
Work 8 Brock Sibley Katherine Barrand   
Work 9 Katherine Barrand Inga Nolan Katherine Barrand Inga Nolan 
Work 10 Inga Nolan Katherine Barrand Inga Nolan Katherine Barrand 
Work 11 Katherine Barrand Inga Nolan   
Work 12 Inga Nolan Katherine Barrand   
Work 13  Katherine Barrand PJ Hawkie   
Work 14  Katherine Barrand PJ Hawkie   
Work 15 PJ Hawkie Katherine Barrand   
Work 16 PJ Hawkie Katherine Barrand   
Table 4. Showing the order and amount of passes for each artwork in the Collaborations exhibition. 
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Cody Joy 
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Figure 26. Cody Joy and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 1, ink markers on paper 
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Figure 29. Cody Joy and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 4, coloured pencil on paper 
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Cody Joy - Interview  
 
Why do you make art? It is where I feel whole. I’ve found going into repetitive mark making 
helps me focus, and the more I access these processes the easier I find it to access. 
 
How do you approach your work, are you rigid in your process, or the content? I fall into 
repetition, and I’m comfortable in how I work. It’s not rigid in how I set out, starting a piece often 
comes from doodling, and then I get excited by a shape and find myself repeating that in an 
effort to better understand the mark. 
 
Do you ascribe meaning to your work? It’s more about the process for me. Although it’s 
interesting because I have different methods of approach that have meaning that are outside 
my regular practice. For instance when I draw representationally, it often has a meaning. 
They’re more of a record where I want to have a visual representation of a particular feeling or 
experience or place in time. It’s often about relationships, what they give me, and an attempt to 
record that. There are elements of my abstract work in my representational pieces. Often if I’m 
stuck I’ll draw things as they are, I inevitably get bored with it, and that boredom leads me back 
into my abstract work. 
 
So it’s almost like you draw representationally to free up your automatism? Yeah I’ll often 
find some spark that I want to follow up without all the attachments or the intellectual meanings 
and just go with the process. I get quite bored if the goal is to depict something. I don’t generally 
feel the need to draw things as they are, it often frustrates me and that makes me crave 
looseness.  
 
What do you get out of repetitive mark making? I get lost in it. I feel calm, absorbed, nothing 
in particular. 
 
Does that remind you of any other state you feel in other activities? No, I’m often seeking 
that same feeling, that experience, peace, the ease that I feel mark making and I think that 
having or having become aware of that makes me a more  calm and complete person. 
 
Do you mean having that as an outlet? I mean finding that ability to connect with that state in 
myself then taking that and applying it to other things. Recognizing that it’s a good state that I 
enjoy being in.  
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What are your methods for creating this positive state for yourself through art? I think it’s 
a combination of engagement and awareness with any process. I find that’s what I enjoy about 
the art, it’s the engagement with process, connection with materials and awareness of what I’m 
doing on a sub-conscious level. I think I can find that in other things and I feel that I’ve gotten 
better at being able to seek out that state of being because of my engagement with art. 
 
Looking back at works you have completed over the years, do you prefer works you have 
made with or without preconceived thought, or is that immaterial to you? It’s largely 
immaterial to me. I get what I need personally and artistically out of the process, so I suppose 
it’s the works that are most about the process.  Let’s say without preconceived thought.  
 
Have you done much collaborating before? No, I haven’t, only in university settings. And 
then it was a very forced course requirement. They were a couple of whole class projects and 
small group projects. I think that was more difficult because it felt like there were all these 
people trying to fight for dominance, whereas I felt more comfortable with our collaborating. The 
larger groups were difficult as there was no leader and there was no clear direction, 
commitment or similar practice. 
 
Do you think this was a worthwhile project for you as an artist? Yes, I was in a bit of a rut 
in terms of being in the middle of a body of work for my Masters and having issues with health, I 
felt restricted in what I could do when I returned to my practice and trapped in the middle of 
what I had been doing previously. 
 
You couldn’t change the way you were working? I had already begun to change what I had 
being doing out of necessity, but I found it helpful to get out of myself with this project and back 
into art practice. The process of approaching this project differently freed me up to continue with 
my own work as well. 
 
It sounds like the study wasn’t that relevant to your own work. How did you find it helped 
you then? The fact that it wasn’t relevant to my own work provided me the freedom to create 
again. 
 
Do you think that it was necessary for the project to be different from the work you were 
currently engaged?   The benefit for me was very much about my personal circumstances at 
the time, and it was a nice little side project that got me thinking about my own work more 
openly. 
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What do you think university students might get out of it this type of exercise, if 
anything? It was interesting working with someone else. It helped me redefine my own practice 
and re-enforce my own practice. 
 
Did it influence your practice at all? It got me back into drawing which was great. 
Do you see yourself incorporating some of the techniques we used into your own 
practice? I think so; I mean our approaches are quite similar, so it was more of a celebration of 
a return to drawing for me.  
 
Were you nervous before we started the project; what did you expect? Yeah, a little 
nervous to start with. I’m not sure what I expected, to start with I sort of felt like I should bring 
something that was complementary to your work.  
 
How did you feel about the first mark on the page? Nervous. Which isn’t something that I 
usually have.  So that was definitely a change for me. 
 
So white paper doesn’t intimidate you at all? No, I love it. I think that having the other person 
there was the reason for my nervousness.  
 
Tell me more about the nervousness. Why was it so palpable? It was my own expectations, 
who and what and trying to find that comfortable space. I was wondering how the process was 
going to work. 
 
How did you find the physical set up that we had to work in? I found the initial set up with 
the divider between us awkward; the suspense of not knowing what the other person was doing 
right there was too much. But once we abandoned the notion of not seeing what the other artist 
was doing, the suspense was far less and things started to flow.  
 
It sounds like that attempt at dividing us was a pretty clear failure then? Possibly…yes. 
We reverted to schoolgirl giggling which wasn’t particularly helpful. Once we were both working 
it put an end to the awkwardness pretty quickly. 
 
Was it the initial physical divider between us or the project design that was the main 
cause of the awkwardness? Probably a combination, but the divide was the first hurdle, and 
once that was gone we were off to a good start.  
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How did the removing of the divider change the space? It took away the competition. It was 
just a conversation in marks. It ties into the idea that it’s awkward to start a conversation with 
someone new and for us it was no different, it took a while to get in the flow of working together. 
Like a conversation it sort of built on what had come before, and we got more comfortable within 
that working space.  
 
If we repeated the situation where we worked together, do you think that the 
awkwardness would be lost altogether? Yeah, I found that as the project progressed. I think 
it would continue the longer we worked together. 
 
When we swapped work, how did you feel about the marks that were already on the 
page? I was more comfortable by that stage, but there was still a degree of trepidation in 
working over your marks. I felt that I didn’t want to interpret your marks wrongly which was 
strange for me as I don’t usually try to interpret a drawing as it is happening. I found myself 
trying to compliment your marks, which altered the way I made my own marks, a break in my 
own working method.  
 
Did that feeling dissipate the longer the project progressed? Definitely, by the end I had 
lost all inhibitions and just went for it. It’s interesting that in the first work we did there wasn’t 
much complimenting going on there. 
 
What did you like or dislike about having more passes between us in Work 1? I liked that 
part of the work; there was more room to build, and also to leave it alone. To leave room for the 
other person. 
 
Did any of the materials we used have an impact on how you completed the works? Pens 
are very comfortable for me, they’re what I use in my everyday practice, but I found that using 
the different pens you had to be quite exciting, probably because I can be quite restrictive in my 
own choice of materials. Pencil I found challenging because I haven’t used pencil in my own 
work in a linear sort of style, it took me back to high school and shading and that’s something I 
haven’t done in a long while. I actually found that refreshing, and I’m considering using pencil 
more myself in future works. 
 
Do you think we should have been more adventurous with our choice in materials, for 
example: spray paint, large brushes and ink on larger paper? That would have been 
interesting, I think creating more works would have also been interesting. 
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Do you think that working up an entire body of art with somebody would be a worthwhile 
project? I think that would be really worthwhile to challenge and expand established working 
methods. Because you’d have more room to grow and develop that conversation between artist 
and mark, both in an individual and shared sense. 
 
Do you think the that the size of this study was appropriate, in terms of only having two 
artists work with each other, or do you think we should have gotten more to participate? I 
liked that about it. It would be interesting to pass the work around multiple artists, but I think that 
it would need to be people who were like-minded in their practice and commitment.  
 
Do you think that universities are well placed for teaching art making skills? I think for 
independently driven students like myself, it allows you access and exposure to other people 
and a supportive environment. 
 
So it’s kind of you only get out what you put in? Yeah, very much. 
 
With the setup of the four works, what was more successful, working in the same studio 
space, working apart or were they complimentary? I think working in person was good as a 
starter, and I think working apart later on was easier because we had worked together to start 
with. To be honest I would have like to do more of the shared studio space, and be working on 
more long- term pieces in the same space, to more literally have that give and take present 
throughout the development of a work.   
How did you find the fast pace of the project? It was different for me because I usually work 
slowly, and this pushed the pace for me. 
 
How did you feel about that change in pace? Good, it freed up the things I felt I had held 
back in the works that I wanted to do in my own practice. I knew those pieces were going to 
take me months, but having works completed in an afternoon was refreshing.  It was tempting to 
get drawn into the idea of spending hours and hours on the collaborative works and I’d find 
myself having to hold back from that, which isn’t something that I’d normally do at all. 
 
So that’s a change of practice for you then? Yeah. 
 
Has that changed the way that you work as an artist in your own practice? Actually after 
we did that project I did a series of really fast forward works as far as my art goes, and a lot of 
more free movement making in the marks I created. It really did free things up for me 
afterwards. It released me from my past ideas and let me delve into something else, which has 
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been largely unsuccessful I must admit, but it’s slowly feeding back in now. It gave me a 
freshness that I could then take back to my own practice, run  with for a bit, and then as I came 
back to what I was working on previously I’m finding myself incorporating some of that 
freshness into  new works. 
 
We have very similar styles artistically, do you think that affected the works? I’m not really 
sure, maybe? I think it probably both helped and hindered us at different points. 
 
Is your process or the product more important do you think? Process for sure. It’s 100% 
about the process for me, product comes out of doing, and I’m largely unattached to the 
product. I feel freer in the process of making which is ultimately what I’m after. 
 
Looking back at our artistic processes, I share the same emphasis on process over 
product. It’s interesting how our processes have independently mirrored each other, in 
terms of small squares, then we’ve reduced our practice to lines, and now we’ve both 
arrived at automatic drawing. Your work and my work are very similar in practice, 
although mine seems less structured/repetitive than yours. It’s something I hadn’t 
recognized before this project. I hadn’t either and it’s nice to realize that someone shares 
your practice because it builds confidence in what you are doing, it helped make my practice 
feel real again after the health induced break from studio work. 
 
Do you think your future mark making will become more or less structured due to this 
collaboration? I think possibly less structured, because I sort of did branch out after our project 
together, but I felt the urge return to the repetitive mark making. My journey into a less 
structured way of making still retained repetitive and structured elements, but out of that I have 
retained the way we used colour in our collaborations. Now that I can, I have returned to 
working methods I’d done before the collaborations and introduced colour. The project opened 
me up and allowed me to clarify where I was but with a little bit extra on the side.  
 
Does that mean you look at your marks differently now from the project? Yeah, it has, in 
that it’s a confidence thing. In that struggle between feeling awkward at the start, feeling 
expectations, and then coming to accept my own mark making in those processes. I now can 
say that this is what I do, these are my marks, and this is what I make. 
 
What worked with the project? I really liked the idea of exchanging marks. I found that more 
useful for myself than I thought it was going to be. I found it to be almost like a holiday from my 
work, which was refreshing and brought me back to my own work. It was exciting at the time to 
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have the break from my own practice over the course of the project, and then it was exciting at 
the end of the project to return to my own work. 
 
What could be improved with the project or done differently? I would have liked a bit more 
time. Maybe more back and forth and longer periods of time with each piece. The holiday idea 
sort of limited me in a way because I knew it was a short-term thing.  
Do you feel you had ownership over your marks in this collaborative process? I don’t feel a 
huge degree of ownership anyway, so it didn’t feel like I had to share more than I usually do 
with my work anyway.  
 
Do you think that this loss of ownership would be a positive or negative thing for an 
artist to experience? Good. I can’t see how it would be a negative. I think letting go of that is a 
healthy thing. 
What do you think the value of collaboration is? I think it’s really important as an artist to be 
exposed to lots of different things, mindsets and working methods. I found it a really hands-on 
way to interact with someone else’s marks and look at my own in a fresh way. 
 
Do you feel ownership of any particular piece of the four we created? Not particularly. I 
found it an interesting testing ground to experiment with different techniques.  
 
Is there anything you wanted to add? I found the project really worthwhile.  It was also an 
interesting way to extend a relationship with someone too. It’s interesting to know someone who 
is an artist and a friend and to connect beyond that, through an in-depth look at their processes. 
 
Do you think art is a solo thing? I don’t think so. Even though I do a lot of work alone, I think 
it’s a community thing in the end, maybe even in the beginning. 
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A closer look at how the collaboration took place 
Duration in person: 2 hours  
Length of overall collaboration (between in-person collaboration and solo studio 
work): 8 weeks  
 
Cody was a Master’s student in the middle of her graduate studies. We have a relationship as 
friends and also completed our first year as undergraduate studies together.    
 
Being the first time collaborating within a deliberate context, I was particularly nervous before 
beginning this task, as there was a chance, however slight, that this data might prove quite 
elusive to collect. I chose to make the conditions of this first collaboration not only as easy on 
the participant as I could, but as easy on me too.  
 
Being that Cody and I were firm friends, in addition to colleagues, choosing to work with her was 
a decision to make the transition from being friends and colleagues into collaborating artists as 
smooth as possible. The similarities in our artistic styles were also of a huge significance, as the 
way in which we work is so similar, that there was no expected clashing of styles, no surprises if 
you will. It felt like the safest, lowest risk collaboration.  
 
Setting 
I deliberated over the setting of this inaugural collaboration for quite some months. Should I set 
it in a formal classroom setting? I knew it should be in a setting that the participant was familiar 
with and in the end I decided on one that was familiar to us both, and one in which I felt at ease 
to play the host. We ended up collaborating at my small kitchen table. I cleared the rectangular 
table completely, and arranged two chairs at either of the narrower ends, with materials set up 
in the middle.  
 
After much musing on the idea of wanting to have organic, unseen beginnings to each of our 
works, I convinced myself that separating each of us by a temporary wall of paper was indeed a 
good idea. The barrier was made out of a single large sheet of heavy gsm cardstock, and 
stretched from one side of the table to the other. I placed different groups of materials on each 
side of the barrier, curious as to what Cody would choose first. I ensured both ends of the table 
had the same access to the same materials.  
 
The table configuration ended up looking quite strange, and even a little imposing; but I had 
convinced myself that this equity of materials, space and the need for an original, uninfluenced 
beginning was tantamount to the success or failure of the project.  
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What worked 
After resolving the initial tensions, it was a very smooth transition for us to fall into the process 
of working together. Although suspected, we confirmed through this collaboration that our 
practice and process are very similar. We worked in harmony for around 45 minutes. The stop, 
look start again process was repeated a few times. The subconscious desire to mimic what the 
other artist was doing on the page was strong. It felt almost like a professional courtesy to 
create a dialogue between us of similar marks –almost as if we needed to be speaking the 
same language.  
 
Music that we both agreed on seemed to help with flow, although this depended on a few 
variables, including the familiarity with the music being played and responding to the mood of 
the other artist. In this collaboration, music was played in the background at a low volume, so 
that it broke up one level of tension somewhat in an attempt to avoid awkward silences. 
 
Issues with collaboration what could have been done better 
The biggest hurdle, as identified by Cody too, was the initial barrier placed between us. This 
barrier was intended to serve as a way of creating originality, each person starting their drawing 
uninfluenced by the other artist. This idea was loosely based on the ideas of the Exquisite 
Corpse game (Breton, 1924) where each person cannot see the other contributor’s work, and 
then contributes something unique to the process.   
 
Instead, it served to separate and divide, creating not just a visual barrier, but also heightened 
the tension to untenable levels. We sat. We looked at our paper, glancing around the barrier as 
if it were a how-to-vote station and we giggled. It became apparent after only a couple of 
minutes of trying to persevere that the barrier was actually one of the biggest blocks to us 
undertaking the task that had ever been created. Instead of creating a fresh slate, it stopped all 
creativity and inspiration. Finally unable to deal with the awkwardness generated by the barrier, 
I chose to remove it and a collective sigh was had by both of us, and we could finally begin to 
work in earnest. I think the barrier inhibited flow due to the nature of collaboration being 
somewhat perverted by the barrier itself. Instead of creating a fresh start for us both, it was a 
misguided attempt at turning a collaboration back into a solo pursuit. Rather than allow flow, it 
had demonstrated the dominance of control. 
 
The main thing learned from this first hurdle was that there was no need to create a visual 
barrier between collaborating artists. Each collaborating artist brings their own influences to the 
table regardless of any influence of the other artist. Rather than separating and trying to keep 
the individual always present in the process, the value of collaboration is in fact in sharing 
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spheres of influence. Melding processes to creating confluence of making was the goal of this 
collaboration, yet the idea of starting from a unique perspective remained.   
 
Working together in person vs. solo 
The fear that this would be a very awkward time for those involved turned out to be false. 
However, there were moments of difficulty where there was tension that was exacerbated by 
both of us diving headfirst into the unknown. Working with Cody across the table was a 
refreshing experience. I was guided by what she created and directly influenced by her marks.  
 
There seemed to be a freer exchange of ideas when in-person compared to the works 
completed in separate studios for the second half of the collaboration. The two works (one 
finished and one half completed) were agreed by both Cody and myself to be more successful 
than the other two works.  
 
The first completed work, carefully created in fine liner was begun by me, whereas the second 
work, the piece to be passed between Cody and myself four times, was started by Cody. Our 
starting points were different. Yet it was wonderful to experience first-hand how another artist 
began a piece of art. It was at this point that I realised how very rarely we are able to glimpse art 
being made in this way. Usually we are given the end product to evaluate for worthiness, and 
the actual process of making the art is shrouded in mystery. I found myself unable to take my 
eyes from the lines Cody was creating. I was fascinated. I began to subconsciously emulate 
what I was seeing, absorbing method and approach.  Awkwardness was replaced by a zeal for 
creating and we began to work in rhythm with each other. This harmony was the same flow that 
I felt when working alone, but a more concentrated flow, like there was added significance to the 
feeling.  
Stopping to swap was a decision made by both of us, but only after we felt like we wanted to 
swap. However I was conscious of time constraints and was worried about stretching on the first 
part of the project for too long.  
 
Insights and how they were incorporated into the next collaboration  
One of the most difficult things about this collaboration was unpacking what didn’t work and 
trying to identify what did work. Being aware that each collaboration was going to be subjective, 
and tailored to each artist, understanding what worked with Cody was only half of what was 
necessary in making the decision to incorporate certain elements into the next collaboration.  
 
Setting up a collaborative worksite was something that I found to be of huge importance. 
Placing emphasis on setting and the physical place for collaboration turned out to be of 
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significance, not only in the way that the collaboration took place, but in the creation of moments 
that were conducive to allowing ‘flow’. This was evidenced by the tension of the initial space 
being divided, compared to the relief felt when the space was far more welcoming and relaxed 
once the divider was removed. Although the physical divider was somewhat misguided, the 
attempt to re-create the idea of starting from an even ground of no interfering influence was still 
a thought that I wanted to incorporate into the wider scope of the project. I decided to continue 
this, to try to work out a different approach to this problem, albeit in a far less confronting 
fashion.  
 
Swapping of works developed apart was successful, seemingly because we understood what 
was needed from the work done in-person. Although this method was outlined as a part of the 
research method, letting go of control, whilst still being the leader of the project turned out to be 
an extremely important fine line to tread. 
 
The set-up of the table (sans divider) was quite successful. I believe part of that was having 
easy access to materials and in the end being close enough to see the other persons work. The 
distance seemed to serve as a reassurance that the other artist was in closer physical distance 
and which reinforced the goal of being closer artistic process and mindset.  
The use of music was successful, although as noted above, the music should be chosen 
carefully (if to be played at all) to enable both artists to be able to appreciate it. 
 
As one of the driving forces behind the completion of artworks works was to show them together 
as “final” pieces in exhibition, there was an element of pressure to complete works with each 
artist that could form a coherent body of work. This tension between creating works that formed 
finished pieces, and pieces that focused on celebrating process was anticipated before the 
commencement of the collaboration.  
 
This tension was mitigated somewhat by the decision to use similar materials. This method 
functioned well in these works, as it enabled the blending of artistic input and created harmony 
in the pieces. This method also eliminated the difference that different materials could influence 
on the way each artist approached the work. Examining the way that this worked with Cody, this 
method was something that I decided to incorporate into working with the next artist, Brock. 
 
In the following section I will analyse aspects of the working process of two of the works made 
in collaboration with Cody, in order to examine differences and similarities between the works 
and the way they were produced. I have chosen these specific works because they were 
completed under different conditions and yielded comparable outcomes.   
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Individual piece analysis: Work 1 
 
Cody was the first to draw on Work 1 (see Figure 26), and there were four passes in total, with 
the paper passed between us twice -one completed collaboratively, and one completed solo at 
each of our studios. As this was the first piece created in the project, there were no 
preconceived notions about what we were going to create, although I had set out a few 
guidelines (single medium, paper provided etc.) to try to make the collaboration work 
successfully. Cody complied with the requirement of using a single medium and began with a 
purple paint marker. As we were both nervous, at the beginning of this exercise, slight giggles 
and glances of awareness of the other artist were frequent. Part of the reason behind the 
awkwardness at the beginning was due to the bad set-up of having a partition separate us. The 
partition was soon removed and the nervousness subsided, and quietly we both fell into the 
habitual work formed through repetitive art practice. 
 
I was relieved when Cody’s mark making first 
started to emerge on the page as her use of 
single line mark making was familiar and 
comfortable for me.  When she passed the 
image to me to work on, I was impressed at 
her use of squiggly, fuzzy lines and began 
subconsciously to emulate them when I was 
contributing to the work. I started using these 
lines in a similar layering fashion to Cody to 
signify depth and shadow in the work. 
I began to use red marker in the work, which 
is still visible in the centre of the piece, but felt 
it was jarring to the overall aesthetic. This 
jarring use actually pulled me out of a flow 
moment that I was experiencing in 
contributing to the work. To rectify this, and 
regain the same flow I had been 
experiencing, I began using a black pen and 
started to cover the red lines, although not 
obliterating them, and continued with the limited colour palette visible of purple and black. 
 
Figure 30.Cody Joy and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 1 (in 
progress), ink markers on paper 
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After a set amount of time, both Cody and I were tired and decided to call it a night for our in-
person collaboration and Cody took the incomplete piece home to work on it one more time 
before returning it to me for a final pass. 
 
When I received the work some weeks later (see Figure 30), I sat down in my studio and was 
easily transported back to the collaborative process, and was able to pick up the threads of the 
work as we had left it, and began to draw again. I experienced a similar level of flow and 
intuition about the work that I had felt earlier, with frequent moments of serenity and ease of 
mark making. 
 
This final time in the studio felt very similar to the time spent collaborating in-person with Cody, 
and I felt that there was an unspoken agreement about the respect of negative space and of the 
other artist’s line in the work.     
 
Individual piece analysis: Work 4 
 
This work was given to me about two months after the in-person collaboration between Cody 
and myself. The paper was provided by me to maintain consistency in the works, but the 
medium choice was again up to Cody’s discretion. In this case Cody chose to use a material 
contemporarily unfamiliar with both of us - coloured pencil.  
 
What was interesting about this piece was that it 
was completely different to the other three pieces 
already completed as it utilized solid blocks of 
colour and shading, with line being inferred rather 
than explicit.   
 
Initially approaching this piece (see Figure 31), I 
felt flummoxed, and incredibly uncertain on how to 
proceed. Unlike the other three pieces, there was 
no use of single or varied line to continue on with, 
and no intricate detail to bounce off or emulate. 
The shape itself was tightly controlled and 
although it contained flowing lines, was incredibly 
restrictive in design. 
 
Figure 31. Cody Joy, 2013, Work 4 (in progress), coloured 
pencil on paper 
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In keeping with the ideals of the project, I realized that over-thinking an approach to this piece 
could influence flow moments, so using the same pencils that Cody had used, I began to 
connect shapes using flowing lines. During my part of the drawing, I instinctively felt the need to 
push the boundaries of the work and flex out the strict edges to create a more dynamic shape. 
This was done subconsciously, and I feel it gives it a more voluminous feel than if I had adhered 
to the rigidity of the outlines created by Cody.  
 
Overall the process felt a bit forced. However, once the repetitive nature of the piece was 
established, moments of flow were experienced in the repetitive nature of the mark making. 
Unlike earlier collaborations, with this piece I felt unsatisfied when it was complete, almost like it 
was a constructed and tightly controlled drawing exercise with a definitive finish point –almost a 
colouring-in, that once the lines were complete, the piece was done.  
 
Even though I don’t think that I learned anything artistically from the completion of this piece, it 
was interesting to note that it didn’t have much similarity to either of our practices, and as such 
was potentially the most surprising of all the works. However it was somewhat enlightening to 
have a stricter boundary to work with and see how even in tightly controlled exercises in mark 
making there is still the ability to experience moments of flow.  
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Figure 33. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 6, mixed media on paper 
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Figure 34. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 7, mixed media on paper 
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Figure 35. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 8, mixed media on wood 
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Brock Sibley - Interview 
 
How were you feeling about your art practice before the project? I was practicing a bit, but 
it wasn’t full time. I was making art at the time, but I hadn’t collaborated with anyone for a long 
time.  
 
You have collaborated previously with different artists before, how did you experience it? 
It was mainly through working in a shared studio and at uni. There were set projects at uni and 
others that were less formal.  
 
What were some of the contributing factors in making these projects work? It had a lot to 
do with group dynamics. It depended on how personalities and artistic styles meshed.  
 
How did our project differ from your previous collaborations? It was more personal for me 
compared to a lot of the other projects I’ve done. 
 
Why do you think this was the case? I think it’s a combination of setting and the time it took. 
 
Our collaboration was by far the longest in time in the series, with our collaborative 
session (unintentionally) lasting around 6 hours. Did this affect the way you worked? 
Yeah, with the other artists it was far less time consuming, we just passed work between 
ourselves by leaving it in each other’s’ studios, never formally sitting down to collaborate on 
anything. We wouldn’t actually talk about it at all.  
 
Which way of working was more successful to you –working in the one space together or 
separate like you had in the past? Sometimes the work done when it was passed from studio 
to studio worked, sometimes it didn’t. I think with our collaboration there was more purpose to 
our work, and more communication at the start.  
 
Would you place more importance on having a purpose or collaborating for fun? I think 
you need a little bit of both. Collaborating with only purpose wouldn’t be as worthwhile as having 
an element of play involved.  
 
Which of the works we completed did you like the most? I can’t really choose, they all have 
something new in them that I like. 
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Do you feel ownership over the work? None at all. With my work, as it’s abstract, I feel like it 
can be easily reproduced at any time. I feel the same ownership over my marks that a concreter 
would feel over a new stretch of pavement they’ve just laid.  
 
Is your art more about the process or the product? It’s more about the process for me, it’s 
about working with the paint, but it depends on if I like it when it’s finished.  
 
Do you imbue your marks with feeling or meaning? No not really, it’s more the process for 
me. I don’t expect people to feel something when they look at my work. 
How did you feel before we began? I wasn’t sure what to expect, I suppose I was a bit 
nervous, there was a little bit of hesitation at the start, but I just went with it. 
 
What do you think the hesitation was from? I think it was based on wanting to live up to your 
expectations and wanting to contribute something worthwhile. It seemed to disappear pretty 
quickly after starting.  
 
We work in very different methods, you seem to work in multiple layers in your work, 
whereas I work in more of a single layer, did you find the difference in our styles to be a 
challenge for you? No, I felt that there was a give and take for our styles. I felt that some of 
your line work crept back into my way of working and I started to incorporate your style into my 
own somewhat. Especially in the smaller details. 
 
What could have been structured better with the project? I think the design of the project 
was well done, working in person first then working apart for subsequent works was a really 
good way to structure the project.  
 
How did you find the length of the project? I think that it flowed pretty well. The longer 
session I wouldn’t have planned it like that, and it wasn’t planned like that, but it just organically 
happened. 
 
The session you are talking about was planned to take place over a period of an hour and 
a half, and went for about six and a half hours. Yeah, if you had have said to me, ‘hey can 
you come around for a six and a half hour drawing session’, I would have been more reluctant 
to commit. 
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How did you feel about trying to restrict materials to particular works? It was a bit of a 
struggle and I felt like I had to go against the parameters of the project and use the materials I 
preferred. I think rebellion forced me to choose different materials.   
 
The different pieces we created had a different amount of passes between each of us. 
Was there a preferred number of passes for you? I don’t think you should put a limit on it, I 
think that however many it takes should be whatever happens.  
 
Do you think that there was more of a conversation between us as artists when we had 
more passes between us? I think it depends on each piece. It was interesting to see how my 
marks were interpreted by you. 
 
Was there anything that was revealed by the collaboration? It doesn't matter how small the 
detail, there is something in collaboration that can be surprising or ever revealing in not just the 
other artist works, but how the other reads and deciphers your own. 
 
What did you like about the project? I liked it all, I think it was well designed, I think that there 
maybe could have been more works completed so that we could maybe choose from particular 
works would be the only thing that I might change.  
 
Do you think extending the project out over the space of a year would be a good or a bad 
idea? I think it depends on the commitment of the people doing it. Some of my works take a 
year to complete, so in some ways this sort of timeframe would suit me more.  
 
Why do you make art the way you do? I started out over ten years ago painting quite 
representationally, and moved towards the abstract the more I learned about different 
approaches to making. Having good teachers and mentors over that time gave me a wider 
understanding of art and where to look to discover my own style and art practice.   
 
Do you consider your work as doodling? I do. At certain times I want to represent certain 
marks that I’ve seen, but usually I end up doodling over it and become lost in the layers.   
 
Do you think that this was a worthwhile project for you as an artist? Yeah, I think it was. 
It’s something that I think I’ll try to repeat it one day. I think it adds something to the way I work 
and having someone else to work with was great.  This time it really did feel like a true 
collaboration. 
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A closer look at how the collaboration took place 
Duration in person: 6 hours  
Length of overall collaboration (between in-person collaboration and solo studio 
work): 1 week  
 
Brock Sibley has a style of art making that differs significantly from mine. He works in layers, 
combining materials that I would never consider combining. Visually I find his work captivating; it 
draws me in with its layered colours and bright abstract shapes. I find the difference in our 
visual styles to be of huge significance here. Unlike with the collaboration between Cody and 
myself, I couldn’t fathom how our art could combine together in collaboration. This tension that I 
feel exists between our artistic styles, (Brock is a lot freer and looser with his materials to my 
comparative conservative approach), is what that I find to be of importance with this 
collaboration.   
 
This collaboration was scheduled to be completed in-between the collaborations of Cody and 
Inga. This was due to the difference in stylistic approach between us, as I was interested in 
comparing the different tension of working with an artist with such a different style, to those of 
working with an artist of such a similar style (Cody). In a way I felt that the work with Cody was 
done at a sort of base level of tension: similar style of making, similar attitude to process over 
product, strong friendship, and comfortable space. With this collaboration, there was a very 
different style of working, similar attitude of process over product, strong friendship and 
comfortable space. So this collaboration would be the investigation of the way that different 
approaches to making created interest in the project. 
 
Setting 
The location was the same as with Cody; my kitchen table around 1pm in the afternoon. This 
was to keep something similar to compare between the two collaborations –the environment. As 
they took place in the same space at around the same time, I would be able to compare the two 
collaborations with more ease.   
 
Not prompted to do so, Brock decided to bring his own case of materials, which had some 
impact on the way that the project was completed. The materials in his case were quite different 
to mine, including coloured ball-point pens, smudging sticks, and scraping tools.  
 
What worked 
I gave directions for Brock to start and they included to specifically use the same materials as I 
was so that we could compare material usage between us and the works done between Cody 
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and me. The material was a 0.4mm black fine liner. Although I could sense Brock’s 
dissatisfaction with the material choice by his body language, this single medium direction was 
initially followed, only to be spectacularly abandoned by Brock as he smeared a blue oil pastel 
over a section of the work.  
 
Adapting to the situation, and more than a little curious as to his motivations behind abandoning 
the single-medium directions, I asked Brock why he had done that, and he replied “I couldn’t do 
it anymore, it just needed some colour”. Rather than getting annoyed at the lack of adhesion to 
the schedule, I found this attitude inspiring, and highly contagious. After a very short while, I 
started to abandon my strict schedule of single controlled mediums (which worked very well with 
Cody), and started to experiment with mediums in the collaboration I was working on.  
 
Initially, it was a terrifying leap into the unknown of smudging, smearing and scraping, but after 
a few moments, I felt like I had a world of multiple layers open up to me. This was very different 
to the way that I had worked (for the most part) with Cody. It was freeing, and liberating, and 
intoxicating all at once. The fear that I had expected to be overwhelming, was contained by 
Brock’s confidence in this way of working. His familiarity with this technique stopped the fear of 
the unknown from becoming an overwhelming presence in the making of the works. I started to 
layer oil pastel, and cut them back with texture tools, I was covering over marks that were 
beautiful in their own right, but I didn’t feel obligated to retain them. It felt like a true conversation 
was happening, vibrant, loud and each artists voice complementing the other in a rowdy game 
of respectful companionship. This was a conversation that differed from the calm, synchronized 
whispers of the collaboration between Cody and me. This was vivacious and freeing.  
 
Intending the collaboration to take place over the same time period (around two hours), both 
Brock and myself were shocked when we looked at the clock and five hours had passed by. We 
had more than doubled the time intended for us to be working with each other, and only started 
to get restless as we began to think of dinner plans.   
 
Other than the initial hesitation at the start, sitting at either end of the table, we both fell into 
making very easily. I think this was influenced by the attitudes we both came into the project 
with. Flexibility, friendship, and a desire to make something were crucial to the success of this 
project. The issue of trusting the other person was vital. I don’t think I would have as easily 
broken my tried and true method of making if I didn’t trust that Brock knew what he was doing -
and also wouldn’t mock an attempt to join in.  
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Issues with collaboration what could have been done better 
I think the only thing that I would have changed about this collaboration, was to increase the 
frequency of the collaboration –to test the collaborative partnership over time, in different 
locations, and also by including other artists. I believe I will be following this though a larger 
cycle of evidence gathering would be beneficial in gaining further insights on environmental 
influences (location, materials, time, participants etc) on collaborative practice.  
 
Insights and how they were incorporated into the next collaboration 
The style of making with Brock will be a difficult influence to shake off. I feel like my practice has 
been altered somehow, and that it’s going to take a while to settle and assimilate into my own 
way of making. It’s a complete stylistic shift in the way that I approach making, almost like I’m 
playing dress up in Brock’s art style, and am just waiting to see what settles from this shake up. 
I will be curious to see how this plays out for the next collaboration, and if there is a flow on 
effect into the next collaboration with Inga. 
 
In the next section, I will describe the process of making two of the works from this 
collaboration. Both of these works originated from Brock, however one was completed in-person 
collaboration, the other was done individually in each artist’s studio. 
 
Individual piece analysis: Work 6 
 
This work was one of the most influential on me. It began with Brock first making marks that 
spanned the breadth of the page, and counter to my instructions of using just a single medium, 
incorporated a multitude of mediums in its construction. His choice of materials were counter-
intuitive for me –usually I seek out the smoothest flowing pen, with the most even of line making 
abilities, whereas the materials Brock sought out were coarse, fading and bled into each other. 
He layered pastel over pen, over chalk, over felt-tip marker, then scraped them back to reveal a 
rainbow of mixed layers. 
 
I was entranced. I had never seen anyone work in such a fashion. I remember sitting across 
from Brock and feeling the force of the marks that he was creating with deliberate abandon. His 
marks seemed to mean something and nothing all at the same time, delicate but unfussed. 
 
Time seemed to stand still when Brock passed the page over to me and I felt the need to 
surrender to the playful mood and began experimenting on the page myself, abandoning myself 
to the flow of the session. I didn’t worry about the integrity of individual lines; I knew there was 
going to be many more layers of the work yet to come. As I began using materials I hadn’t used 
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in many years, I felt a freeing of my more tightly controlled line-work as I began to acquit the 
undemanding challenge laid down by Brock.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 36. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 6 (in progress), mixed media 
Figure 37. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 6 (in progress), mixed media 
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Sitting across from Brock I felt reassured that I was doing okay, that even if the marks were 
horrible it didn’t matter, and that there was no part of the work that held special regard or 
quarantine, anything was fair game to be worked over if the mood struck. I found my behaviour 
mirroring Brocks in the way that a limited time was spent with each material. Instead of sticking 
to the same material for a prolonged period, I changed every minute or so, when the novelty 
had worn off or I felt there was enough of that colour on the page. I found myself continuing and 
embellishing lines Brock had created, layering over them and scratching back to reveal them 
when it felt as if my marks became too dominant and engulfed his lines to the point of 
overpowering the conversation.  
 
Handing it back to Brock, I was able to fully let go of the ownership inherent in the marks made 
and instead relished the ability to watch Brock weave his magic over the work. I felt easy that 
the piece was on track to be truly collaborative and there were moments in the creation of the 
work that made us both feel deeply immersed in the flow. This is evidenced by our 
unawareness of time passing and the ease in which the creation took place. As time seemed 
irrelevant to the creation of this work, we lost sense of it and I couldn’t be certain if each of us 
spent 10 minutes or an hour on each pass. It felt that when the work had gotten to a particular 
stage, it was ready for more input from the other artist and vice versa. 
 
Figure 38. Brock Sibley and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 6 (in progress), mixed media 
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I felt that his exchange of marks changed the way that I created art. It turned my clean aesthetic 
on its head, and made me question the validity of the single material/ single line mark making 
that I was used to practicing in favour of multiple marks, multiple lines and multiple layered 
aesthetics. 
 
Individual piece analysis: Work 8 
 
This work was brought pre-created by Brock to the collaborative session, and was revealed to 
me at the end of the session. As I was going to give Brock a fresh sheet of paper to work on, it 
was unexpected as it was a different size and based on a different material (wood) to the 
choices I had made for the collaborative works, instead of being deterred by the change, I gladly 
accepted the work as his half of the collaboration and decided that the change in material/size 
of the piece could be excused as an exception to the rule. Brock clearly stated to do whatever I 
wanted with the piece, as he had finished with it and whatever I wanted to do with it was up to 
me.  
 
I found myself running out of time to finish the last collaborative work with Brock. This happened 
because I was working with Inga the following day, and it wasn’t until after the experience of 
working collaboratively with Inga was completed, that this final work with Brock was 
collaborated on by me. Not to reveal too much of the experience with Inga, I felt that there was 
a lack of flow in completing this collaborative piece with Brock because of the way the 
collaboration with Inga had progressed. Instead of being filled with confidence over this new 
way of creating marks, I began a thorough journey into self-doubt and questioned my ability to 
work in this way. I looked at the already beautiful patina Brock had created and was confused 
by the mishmash of marks and materials. I was hesitant to experiment, and felt that I might 
make a mistake with the work.  
 
Unlike the previous collaboration, I was hesitant to use the same breadth of materials that Brock 
had employed in the creation of his part of the work, and was painfully aware that whatever 
marks I made would be the final marks to be viewed in the final piece. Rather than trying to 
recreate the moments of flow, I retreated into my well-worn paths of art making, and chose to 
create a single line work in a single colour to try to compliment the work. This familiar method of 
creating felt safe, and non-threatening to both the work of Brock and the lines of my own. I 
referenced Brock’s lines, and continued to play with shapes and forms within his structures. In a 
way it felt like a more controlled version of the collaboration of the earlier piece, Work 6. 
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I felt like one of the main mistakes I made with this work was not starting the work the night of 
our previous collaboration, while the memory of the experiences of flow were fresh, and while I 
hadn’t lost my confidence in this new way of making art. Although this work was created using 
the method of doodling, the spark of high-quality moments of flow was missing and the line 
seemed at times calculated and forced. Yet the experience of creating the piece was not without 
enjoyment, and I felt myself fall into familiar patterns of working, with returning to the doodling of 
marks becoming a safe place to work from.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 131 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inga Nolan 
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Figure 39. Inga Nolan and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 9, mixed media on paper 
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Figure 42. Inga Nolan and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 12, Ink and liquid graphite on paper 
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Inga Nolan - Interview  
 
Did you feel that the framework I gave you impacted on how you drew? I was responding 
to your marks, and I was having a conversation.  
 
How do you usually create art, and did this collaboration impact that? I like playing with 
concepts of the figurative and presenting it in the abstract…I was looking to create meaning out 
of what you’d done. 
 
Do you put pre-determined thought into your art? Not predetermined thought, it’s more 
freestyle poetic…  
 
Would you call that a looseness to your style? Yeah, there’s no such thing as a mistake. 
 
Does material choice impact on the way that you draw? I know the nature of the medium 
through experience, so I know what I can achieve within the process; it doesn’t really affect the 
outcome.  
 
Do you always choose the material specifically for each project? I like to harness 
materials, their distinct nature to allow me to create. I respond to the materials as well. My 
actual practice is about responding to the materials as much as it is about responding to ideas 
and concepts.  
 
In the work we completed, there was a tool that forced a stop/start process, is that a 
preferred method, to stop and start or continuously work? A lot of the process of my work 
is that I’ll work intensely and then I’ll stop and I’ll sit back and look at the work, it goes through 
stages. A lot of the process is just contemplating the work as it progresses and pushing it 
beyond what is into something that is more complex, or has many layers. I can get it to look 
good real quick, and it’s like no it’s too simple there has to be more than this. I like pushing it 
and pushing. Like with the ink medium you mentioned, it often turns into doodling, ink is fluid in 
nature. I’ll often make a mistake and do a big blobby splash on the face and I go with it and I 
start thinking of concepts that relate to hidden identity in all my work and in processes with 
mediums. All relationships take time. 
 
So every piece you do has got a particular meaning that you have ascribed to it while you 
are doing it or after completing it? It’s more of an interaction of the self and the process.  
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How does having someone collaborate with you influence this process? Well, I don’t know 
it’s a little bit like a conversation in that way, being able to respond to someone else, doodling is 
like responding in some way to something that you’re not really thinking about it could be just a 
shape or just a feeling of a material or tracing over a line again and again.  
 
What do you get out of that tracing or that repetitive action do you think? It’s sort of a bit 
of stress relief I guess. With doodling, if I’m on the phone call and it’s a stressful phone call, 
even if it’s not, just being mindless, that’s’ the sort of doodling I think of as doodling, motions 
with a material of some sort, usually a pen. It is the opposite of my work which is very engaged, 
and focused.  
 
How do you think the products go when you try to turn it off that engagement? I do try to 
switch it off so that I can come up with something that’s not predictable, and not the everyday 
and I like to try different things. I don’t like work that is always the same. 
 
Do you think that doodling or that sort of working can lead to these different outcomes? 
It definitely leads to different concepts and ideas. In some ways I like to switch off the thoughts 
and let nature take its course with materials then contemplate it all later.  
 
Do you think you flow better when you let go of conscious intervention? I think you have 
to have a bit of both to make a useful artwork and I find that when students are too caught up in 
the end result they sometimes miss the point of creating art. Some of the best things I’ve seen 
students do are overlooked-they don’t recognize the strength of their mark making. They want 
some sort of premeditated end result and its usually stiff and contrived and not really hitting the 
mark, and yet the experiments that they’ve done to get there are the good things that they don’t 
see or value. 
 
The favourite works you’ve done are preconceived or are they a combination of these 
techniques? Always a combination. 
 
When you find that you’ve maybe gotten into a rut with your art making, what sort of 
things do you do to get out of that? Well, currently I’m in a bit of a creative rut, so I know 
what it’s like; I think our project has actually helped me a lot. 
 
So that collaborative process has helped free up ideas and ways of working? Before I 
worked with you I did some mindless no result type art making, just making marks and lines and 
things just to get my mark making up. They were just exercises, they weren’t actually art. I did 
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lines with ink and repetitive lines and stripes and I did some different mark making with 
materials without any intent of creating an end result. I did it only as an exercise to try and free 
me up.  
 
Was it done before this project specifically? No I did it just because I needed something to 
get me back into it. 
 
How long have you been doing that for? I only just did it recently because I’ve actually had 
quite a bit of a drought in my creative output. 
 
How did you come up with the idea of doing that? Just necessity, just a feeling that I’ve got 
to make marks again. 
 
With the work we’ve created. What was different to how you’d create work alone? I think 
that working with others is really complimentary to my style. I like the unpredictable nature of 
collaboration. 
 
So that can give you new ideas? Yeah I think it’s a good thing, and I thought it was great 
unlocking that inner creativity.  
 
That tension of making the first mark, breaking the whiteness of the page, when faced 
with another artist, was quite palpable, how did you perceive this? The tension to me was 
no different to when working alone, I didn’t mind it as I’m used to working with other people. 
 
Do you think there’s an interesting relationship between students and teachers in 
collaborative situations? It would be cool to collaborate with students. I think that would be a 
really worthwhile idea. 
 
As a teacher, do you think that there’s a barrier between you becoming wholly engaged 
in students work – that you find you have to consciously stand back and let them 
complete their own work? I do demonstrations on how to use materials in a more non-
representational way. They have limited drawing capacity and I want to show them that they can 
use the materials just as mark making tools they don’t always have to draw representationally.  
 
What do you think you would get out of collaborating with students? I think it would be 
great fun and it would be just as good for me as it would be for them I think that teaching should 
be like that, learning together.  
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What do you think the value of collaboration is? It can get daunting as a solo artist alone, 
there’s no-one to interact with, there’s no one to get feedback from. I think it’s much better to 
have people around you.  
 
Do you think that’s why artists tend to congregate together? As in shared studios, 
workshops. I’ve found that artists are quite selfish. I’ve been quite lonely as an artist. 
 
Do you think that’s because of the nature of art making? I just think that people don’t make 
the effort to get together and collaborate as much as they should.  
 
This project was in part about trying to figure out what works with collaborating in this 
way. What was your favourite part of the collaboration? I think I guess having another 
person there, did in some ways take my mind off what I was doing and make it a little bit more 
like I was ascribing to the doodling concept in that it took my mind off the work I was doing and 
made my work less structured. I think chatting at the same time as working to me was actually 
good for freeing up my hand. 
 
Do you think that’s why some artist choose to work in a studio situation? I think it’s to get 
some feedback as well, but I thought that having my mind taken off what I was doing by chatting 
worked really well.  
 
Almost like being on the phone? Yeah, it was like that, it took the pressure off. I didn’t find it 
as strenuous as working on my own; I wasn’t too daunted by it. It could be for some people I 
suppose. 
What do you think could have been done differently in the way of exercises? I think that 
depends on what you want to get out of it. I think that the result we got out of it was successful 
in terms of art making, but maybe learning about the concept of doodling and experimenting 
with different concepts and ways of approaching the project would be interesting.  
 
This project was revisiting the Surrealists game of Exquisite Corpse - in that we switch 
work back and forth between ourselves making marks and continuing the other artist’s 
marks. Do you think this was an effective approach? I think it was successful in that the 
process allowed me to access my subconscious.   
 
Would this approach be successful in the classroom? If it was an activity where they didn’t 
really know the outcome, where there were less expectations placed on outcomes and more 
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emphasis on quick mark making, then maybe. Perhaps if you did the quick pass the picture 
around with no expectations, having mediums flowing without them knowing what they’re doing.  
 
Why do you think it’s important to not tell students what the end result might be? Well, 
you don’t want an end result, you want the process to be the main thing. 
 
Do you think that the knowledge that they might be making art would impact on how 
they’d approach the task? I think if they were under the impression it was going to be a final 
work that everyone would see, they might be a bit scared, but if it was just a splash here and a 
splash there until something happens then that’s a different story. 
 
What age range do you think this exercise would be good for? I think all ages –little kids 
and bigger kids. You wouldn’t have the problems of having little kids being scared to complete 
the exercise in the same fashion as they are by nature more carefree. 
 
Thinking about final years in secondary, where there seems to be so much student 
driven emphasis on folio and final pieces, would this exercise help them see their art in a 
different way? I’d like to think it would, because a lot of them let themselves down, they have 
so much potential that they hold back. They think art is something that has to be a certain way, 
and it’s not.  
 
As our exercise was very much a trust-based exercise, how do you think you would 
implement this in a classroom? Senior students could probably understand the nature of the 
concept. I don’t think the younger students would understand the why behind what they were 
doing.  
 
Although we both make marks on paper, you tend to represent the figure in your work 
and I am somewhat more abstract in my approach to form making, do you think that it 
was a good idea to have similar art making styles or more different. I think our styles were 
complimentary. 
 
How do you think it would be to work with people who work in distinctly different styles 
of making, as in a ceramicist working with a mark maker? We started to mirror each other in 
the end, in the way that it was like playing music with someone, we started to play the same 
notes, creating harmony through repetition. 
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Do you feel less ownership of the works in knowing that another artist has had a hand in 
making them?  Don’t feel any less ownership of the work, I am proud of them and they are 
beautiful. I’ve almost taken ownership of your marks, in that they are part of the process, I 
responded and participated in an interactive process.  
 
Is there any difference in working with someone in person compared to working with 
someone apart? Yes, sort of, I think you can collaborate in different ways, that was a very back 
and forth collaboration, you could work on the same piece together also.  
 
How have you seen collaboration used in the classroom? Collaboration in classrooms 
usually end up with students gathered around a large piece of paper and I’ve seen successful 
collaborations and I’ve seen it complete with lots of input from everyone. I’ve tried it in the 
classroom, and it failed because the students’ were too lazy to complete the activity. I 
remember doing it myself as a student, and it was beautiful, but I think it depends on the 
passion of the students for art making and play. The students I was trying to work with were of 
the impression that it wasn’t an assessment, so why should we bother. It made me think that 
they weren’t really into art making, it was more of doing the subject to get through their 
schooling, but it made me compare to my experience at school and it was totally different. I 
don’t think most students are as willing to make art for art’s sake. They do it for the grade, they 
do it to tick the box, but they don’t realize the joy of creativity as much.  
 
Do you think there’s less engagement with art making nowadays compared to your 
experience as a student? I haven’t seen too many students with massive amounts of 
commitment. The structure of VCE is that it’s more about the process than final products. I think 
students are expecting an artwork to happen in the fifty-minute period and it’s not going to, Art 
takes much longer. Collaboration can be good because you get results quicker, which appeals 
to students and could give them that sense of achievement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 142 
 
A closer look at how the collaboration took place 
Duration in person: 2 hours  
Length of overall collaboration (between in-person collaboration and solo studio 
work): 2 weeks 
 
Inga is an artist and high school art teacher, who is not currently keeping up her art practice due 
to teaching demands. I chose Inga for several reasons: for her educational insights, and for the 
difference in our styles of art making, as she tends toward the figurative in style.    
 
This collaboration took place after both Cody and Brock as the last in-person collaboration of 
the group. Inga has an artistic style that is also radically different from mine, in that her work is 
imbued with meaning and commonly uses the figure in her work. This differs from my work on a 
fundamental level, as I tend to shy away from using the human figure although I do occasionally 
use elements of it in character drawings. I scheduled this to be the last of the in-person 
collaborations because I thought that this reluctance of mine to incorporate the human form into 
my work had the potential to cause some issues regarding flow. 
 
Setting 
As this was the last of the collaborations in person, I planned to undergo what both Cody and 
Brock had experienced by working in another’s environment. The collaboration took place at 
Inga’s new studio at her house. Our collaboration was the first time she had made artwork in the 
studio since moving in, so it wasn’t a familiar working environment for either of us. My decision 
to investigate a change in environment was intentional. I wanted to change my comfort zone 
while engaging in the collaborative process to see if allowing the other artist have control of the 
environment was a significant factor in the creative process.  
 
What worked  
There were several moments of flow during this collaboration. The biggest revelation was the 
role that conversation played in the development of the artwork. The conversation that 
developed between us distracted us from the immediate concern of creating artwork, and 
allowed flow to sneak in through the gaps in concentration. This felt like it mirrored talking on 
the telephone somewhat, and was something that was noticed by both Inga and myself during 
the activity. Our acknowledgement of the situation occurring didn’t, however, mitigate the 
moments of flow from occurring.  
 
Issues with collaboration what could have been done better 
The tension that was present with the previous collaborations began was evident again. This is 
 143 
 
a factor which may, I suggest, only be significantly reduced through repetition of collaboration. 
However, it felt almost amplified for me, as if I was the other in the space, almost out of control. 
I was used to playing the host, and found myself struggling somewhat with the role of leading 
the activity in another’s space. The change of environment was not as successful as imagined. 
It created a strange tension between us that would have been easier to negate had I felt more in 
control of the environment.  
 
I found this to be the hardest artistically of the collaborations in that I felt like my artistic style 
was still a little confused. I didn’t feel settled in my approach to the art making and brought all of 
the techniques that I had only recently acquired to the table with this collaboration. I began to 
use layering, and scraping and thick applications of materials with abandon. However there was 
a problem with me using these techniques as I didn’t feel completely settled in the application or 
use of them. The last time I had used these techniques was working with Brock, and I began to 
question myself and my abilities as an artist. It was a sharp turn away from the way I felt when 
working alongside Brock, and I believe it had a lot to do with my not getting familiar with this 
way of art making on my own before using it with Inga in a collaborative situation. 
 
The style of making with Brock was a difficult influence to shake off. It felt unsettled with me, 
and I lacked the confidence to lead a project with it, but I hadn’t resolved its use enough to 
abandon it yet. I didn’t anticipate this as an issue, and was totally unprepared for my complete 
floundering in an unfamiliar process.  
 
Individual piece analysis: Work 9 
 
This piece was one of the most difficult in the series for me. I started the drawing, and then the 
piece was passed to Inga (see Figure 43), then back to me and finally Inga brought it over to me 
(see Figure 44). I was frustrated at my marks and felt an overwhelming desire to fix them. I 
ended up going too far and unintentionally covered over Inga’s marks too. The work was 
difficult, not in terms of experiencing flow moments per se, but because there were intrusive 
aesthetic and technical elements that appeared to hinder my personal experience of flow. There 
should not have been a need for me to work over the piece the final time, yet my intrusive 
thoughts about my own line became overpowering. This meant that there was little flow 
experienced by me as I was preoccupied with the end result and focused on my mistakes. 
    
There were times when this piece flowed, and although not necessarily the goal, a real 
aesthetic ‘conversation’ via the exchange of marks was experienced between Inga and myself -
especially at the beginning when we were working together in the studio. However, as I 
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progressed with my part of this work, the piece began to feel unauthentic and stilted in design. I 
began to dislike the marks I was making. 
 
 
Figure 43. Inga Nolan and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 9 (in progress), mixed media on paper 
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One of the biggest factors which affected the collaboration between Inga and myself was that I 
hadn’t anticipated Brock’s still-strong influence on my creative process, before beginning this 
collaboration. The time between finishing the work with Brock and starting the work with Inga 
was too short, and I hadn’t regained ownership of the style of working yet.  
 
In particular the techniques I used to apply the 
materials were foreign to the familiar single line, 
ink-work I would usually rely on to create works. 
Being very similar to the materials and 
application methods used with Brock, the work 
quickly became a pastiche of pastels, markers, 
chalk, ink and charcoal. I found myself 
subconsciously choosing layering and scratching 
methods of application that I wasn’t totally 
comfortable with, and I was attempting to apply 
them with the same abandon that I had when 
working with Brock. This messy abstract layering 
method was also not a natural style for Inga, and 
I felt like when I waivered and questioned the 
authenticity of my marks, there wasn’t the 
reassuring presence of Brock’s to refer to when 
scratching back through layers of material. I 
began to question my abilities –was I able to 
complete these marks?  
 
Although I was aware of the purpose of the exercise, to experience moments of flow and 
creativity in collaboration, aesthetically I became concerned about my ability to create a work of 
art that was resolved. This concern gradually dried up my ability to experiment with materials 
and textures, and I was grasping for similar shapes and styles to complete the process.  
 
Ultimately I felt like I had lost control of the piece and was freefalling without a solid aesthetic 
practice to support me. This in turn created acute awareness of the process of art making, and 
this heightened awareness resulted in less moments of flow occurring.  
To regain a sense of myself in the piece, I began a softening process of the work, covering the 
areas of concern in a chalky blue pastel. This dampened down the marks that were concerning 
me, and enabled me to regain my momentum. Regaining my sense of flow came at an 
unintentional cost to Inga’s marks, the chalk covering the delicate pattern work and figurative 
Figure 44. Inga Nolan and Katherine Barrand, 2013, Work 9 
(in progress), mixed media on paper 
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piece she had created. I believe that this work is still unfinished, and requires rebalancing with 
more of Inga’s marks. 
 
Individual piece analysis: Work 12  
 
Around a week had lapsed between the collaboration in person and the work in Figure 42 being 
created. This piece was completed separately in our respective studios, and had one pass- first 
by Inga, then myself. It was strange returning to a solo studio to complete this work. The first 
step I took, as with all the others completed in the studio so far, was to contemplate the work. 
Amongst considerations such as shape and form, I was thinking about the best materials to use 
to create flow.  
 
The piece given to me was far more figurative and representational than any of the works from 
the previous artists, and utilized ink and brush to create ghost-like tonal figures. My previous 
experience with the foray into layering with multiple mediums had made me reassess this 
collaboration, and I decided to create the aesthetic harmony I required by using the same sort of 
materials that were already in the work. Comfortably for me, those materials were 
monochromatic, and the technique I utilized was one that felt comfortable and would allow me 
the most moments of flow.  
 
First taking brush to this page, there was a mirroring, and tracing of Inga’s lines and shapes she 
had drawn in her work. This spilled out onto the other side of the work, repeating and unfolding 
into variegated patterns. The expanding of the pattern work felt like it sat on top of Inga’s work, 
and happened naturally, without any real conscious intervention. Before I knew it, the piece was 
nearing completion, and there emerged what I regard as a harmonious balance between tonal 
work and line, pattern and shading. When it felt complete, there was also a balance between 
the different contributions of both Inga and myself; our voices feel equal in this work, something 
that had gained importance since the beginning of this project.      
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PJ Hawkie - Interview    
 
Do you think of art as a solo pursuit? Personally and generally speaking, yes…it’s quite a 
personal thing for me. Some people read- I tend to draw. 
 
Have you done much collaborating before? Yeah a little street stuff and a short project 
between myself and another Irish artist (http://www.mytarpit.com/). We called the project ‘art 
tennis’…I started a doodle and he finished it, then he started one and I finished…all just for fun. 
 
Have you ever participated in an international collaboration before? If yes, were there any 
similarities between that and our collaboration? No, this was my first global collab, hopefully 
not the last! 
 
What do you think the value of collaboration is? Kind of takes you out of your comfort zone, 
it’s a little tricky leaving a large space on a page for someone else to work on…especially if 
you’re so used to filling it up with you own work! I guess it illustrates how selfish I can be… 
 
Do you ascribe meaning to your work? Freedom, energy, spontaneousness, focused, 
quirky…dark,  my personal processing of the manic world we live in.. i.e. I’m interested on how 
a walk on a busy city street with loud music on headphones transpires onto a page, who can I 
record the sounds, smells, characters with a page and pencil. 
 
What do you get out of the process of creating art? It’s almost an unloading of what’s going 
on in my head and what I’ve absorbed …almost like a diary, I can look at work from years back 
and know what was happening for me back then -even the music I was listening to, where I had 
been etc... 
 
Is the process of art making or the product created more important to you as an artist? I 
think I get a lot more from making art than being a viewer … it’s a very personal journey, 
displaying/selling/discussing the final work never comes to mind. To concentrate on how the 
end piece may look before I start would ruin the creative process for me. 
  
Does the feeling you get when you’re creating art, remind you of any other state you feel 
in other activities (i.e. sport, reading, etc.)? Maybe the feeling when you’re engrossed in a 
book where you can ‘lose’ an hour very easily- a kind of mindlessness from focusing. 
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Do you prefer works you have made with or without preconceived ideas about the 
finished product, or is the difference immaterial to you? Without a doubt the work I do 
without preconceived ideas keeps me really interested, the thought of drawing a portrait or still 
life fills me with dread! I like the idea of it being without limits, every line isn’t planned but totally 
right! Although I’ve some ideas for some short stories based on characters that have ‘came up’ 
…which I find difficult to develop as I’m so use to flowing with my ideas and not having 
preconceived ideas . 
 
Is doodling a process that you engage in frequently? If so, why do you use doodling? 
Yes, all the time…it’s always been a useful tool for me to unwind, relax and focus…my 
workbooks in school were famous for the doodling all over…not so much the work inside. 
 
Would you classify your art making as a type of doodling, or is it something else? I’m not 
sure, I guess I look at them as being very personal to what I’m interested in…doodling could be 
looked upon as it being not fully meaningful whereas, I guess it depends on how you process 
the word ‘doodling’ some folk may think it’s almost an idle pastime….doodling/idling? I tend to 
hold the word in a better light -as in I think it’s a raw form of art…art sushi (hahahha). 
 
What did you expect from this project? Wasn’t sure…but I liked the ‘do what you do, and I’ll 
do what I do to make a piece!’ 
 
When you received the work in the mail, how did you feel about the marks that were 
already on the page? (Did they intimidate, inspire, set the tone, not fussed etc.)? I think 
there was a sense of relief that we were in the same kind of art rhythm, it was like hearing a 
beat and say yeah, I can make a beat to blend in with that (I tend to have a lot of musical links 
to how I see my work…) 
 
Did any of the materials we used have an impact of how you completed the works?  (did 
you have a materials preference?) I was using a lot of fine coloured pens around that time, so 
I continued with that. 
 
Do you think we should have been more adventurous with our choice of materials? Sure, 
why not…but it’s hard to do this if you want a flow to happen, I guess. 
Do you think the fact that we never met in person had an effect on the project? Did it 
make the collaboration easier or more difficult for you to complete? Why do you think 
this? Mmm, I don’t think I would have approached it differently…I tried to not think too much 
about the project during working.  
 154 
 
In the works, there was a distinct conversation that was instigated between our artistic 
styles that included character dialogue. Why do you think this happened? Maybe there 
was an unconscious acknowledgement between the two of us…   
 
What do you think would have happened artistically if we had have had multiple passes 
(backwards and forwards) over the same picture, (other than high postage costs!)?  
Would we have become more used to seeing the other art there, to the point of expecting 
certain characters/colours, or would I have left specific areas knowing that you may include 
certain elements of your work there…maybe?! Kind of throws more questions up! 
 
Do you think the delay in receiving work/finished product shots, etc had a negative effect 
on the project? Why? No. It helped to not pre-think over-think things… 
 
Do you think this was a worthwhile project for you as an artist? If so, why? Yeah! Apart 
from being involved in something new I’ve picked up a few like-minded arty friends from down 
under…definitely something I’d be part of again. 
 
Did it change your practice at all? If so how? No, I still work the way I had before. Although I 
do think of collabs as a good way to shake things up a little. 
  
Do you think that working up an entire body of art with somebody would be a worthwhile 
project? I’ve done some street work with other artists that I really enjoyed, so I knew there was 
gains to be made via this international project. 
 
Do you think the that the size of this study was appropriate, in terms of only having two 
artists work with each other, or do you think there should have been more artists to 
participate in larger projects? Think this worked well for me as an initial project…maybe too 
many too soon would be too much? 
 
Do you think that you have to let go of ownership of your own work to complete a project 
like this? And if so, do you think that this loss of ownership would be a positive or 
negative thing for an artist to experience? I am quite happy to let go of my artwork -not 
entirely sure but I like the idea of it going off on its own journey…my webfriend, Todd Marrone, 
who passed last year was big into his art being free art and letting go of it 
(http://toddmarrone.com/) 
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What could be improved with the project or done differently? Love to see if there’s tech out 
there to do a live web drawing session…I’ve ordered one of these 
(http://www.isketchnote.com/)...which may allow live collabs to happen online. 
 
Do you feel ownership of any particular piece of the four we created? (Do you identify 
artistically with one of the four more that any of the others? If so please explain) No! 
 
Do you think this project would fit into an educational setting? Yeah this would be a great 
idea…may need a bit of selling to some kids though as they tend to be territorial about their 
pages. 
 
What do you think students would get out of it?  Leaning to work together -how to make art 
in another way-learning about the country of other artist. 
 
Do you think that universities are well placed for teaching art making skills?  I’m not sure - 
my experiences in uni weren’t great however my experiences being out on work placement 
were good! 
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A closer look at how the collaboration took place 
Length of overall collaboration (length of time between sending initial drawings, receiving 
work by Hawkie and finishing work in studio): 20 weeks 
 
This collaboration began after the completion of the first collaboration with Cody, and due to the 
time limitations of the postal service, continued alongside the collaborations with both Brock and 
Inga, and was completed as the final works in the series.     
         
The collaboration began with a chance encounter on the social media site Instagram in 2011. 
Being new to the website, I was encouraged to follow Hawkie by my partner, Karl, who was 
following his page, and thought we had a similar feel to our work. After visiting his Instagram 
profile page, I saw that the style of work he created had a freshness and intensity to it. 
Focussed on single sharp lines, although layered, his style did indeed have similar elements to 
my own, as characters and doodling dominated his work. After some back and forth between 
us, Hawkie eagerly agreed to participate in this cross continental collaboration between Ireland 
and Australia. 
          
After recruiting, I discovered that Hawkie was in fact a teacher too. I knew him as an artist, but 
had not given a lot of thought to what other fields of work he would be involved with. Having the 
knowledge that he was also involved in education did affect how I interacted with him.  
 
The biggest obstacle of this collaboration was the physical distance between us. Hawkie being 
located in Dublin, Ireland, and me being based in Ballarat, Australia, meant that all the 
communication we could do was via online media. As we have never met in real life, these 
emails back and forth served as a small linking tendril between us that connected us, and yet 
felt fragile and tenuous at times – almost like a rhizomatic connection. Because of the huge 
physical distance (17149km), and the time between beginning and acquitting this project being 
so long, I sometimes felt awkward in asking Hawkie for continuing participation. In the beginning 
it was difficult to believe that he was really interested in participating in the project, but every 
email sent between us was met with enthusiasm and warmth. Sometimes months would pass 
without a work between us. Eventually both Hawkie and I withdrew from the one place that 
connected us, Instagram, and the single link of emails became the only form of communication 
between us, save from the odd package in the mail every so often. Every correspondence 
received was like receiving an encouraging embrace from someone I began to think of as a 
friend. It was overwhelmingly reassuring and I can’t emphasise enough the role that this trust 
played in the completion of this part of the research. 
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Setting 
The nature of this collaboration differed from the other collaborations in terms of physical 
distance and design. I had far less control than in any of the previous collaborations. I initially 
sent Hawkie four pieces of cardstock in a mailing tube. On two of these pieces I had begun to 
draw what amounted to half the input for those pieces, and I left the other two blank.  
   
        
Unlike the collaborations with Cody, Brock and Inga, I had no input in the environment or 
timeframe that Hawkie chose to work in. The other collaborations required an element of 
physical co-creation space, and it felt like without that shared physical environment, this 
collaboration became a type of ‘solo-collaboration’. In this solo-collaborative space, Hawkie was 
free to choose his preferred way of working, and I was free to choose mine.   
         
Although I was able to dictate the type of paper used in the works, the other materials used in 
the collaboration were chosen by both Hawkie and myself separately, with the only influence 
being a hand written request, sent by me, to try to use a few different mediums if possible, and 
to try to restrict himself to the use of pencil in the one of the half completed drawings I sent to 
him.  
 
What worked  
Somewhat surprisingly, there were multiple moments with each piece that engendered flow. Yet 
this outcome came as a surprise to me. I had anticipated that there was going to be some 
difficulties in achieving moments of flow without the physical shared space in this collaboration, 
but I could not have been more incorrect. Each work has its own narrative of construction, and 
the works that he sent back to me were inspiring.  
 
Issues with collaboration what could have been done better  
The main issue with this collaboration involved the time and cost of sending items through the 
mail. I found that the tyranny of distance played an important role in the way this collaboration 
worked.  
 
The distance also played a dual role in the way that this collaboration developed. It was often 
difficult to get the work physically to the post office, and I believe that this in part shielded the 
collaboration from becoming anything mundane. It felt like every time there was a physical 
object sent, or received was a cause for celebration. One day I hope to meet Hawkie, and his 
family), and thank them in person. This collaboration created something totally unexpected, and 
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this relationship will continue beyond this research and will hopefully someday grow into another 
artistic rendition.      
 
 
Figure 49. PJ Hawkie, November 2013, Mail correspondence 
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Individual piece analysis: Work 14 
 
My half of this work was completed at an early stage in the collaborations (see Figure 46), 
somewhere between the work done with Cody and Brock. It was a very character driven piece, 
with two doodled creatures framing the corner of the work and two extending out to the top left 
hand corner (see Figure 50). The style of 
this drawing was very similar to my usual 
style of doodling, which meant that I 
experienced quite a lot of flow moments 
in completing this work. Although short in 
duration, the flow experiences complete 
here were similar to those that 
experienced when I was sketching simple 
repetitive patterns and marks.   
 
The explicit (conscious) part of 
completing this work was when I had to 
stop myself from filling in the whole page at quite an early stage in this piece. Normally I would 
continue until the piece is complete, and it felt a little odd to stop so early in the process. 
 
I received the picture back in the mail around two months after completing it initially, and I was 
immediately struck that the most interesting part of this work is the conversation that Hawkie’s 
figures have with my creatures. There are multiple, layered figures on the page, reaching out to 
touch and interact with mine. The work quickly became a narrative of touching, testing and in 
one case tasting the others marks. The gaze of each of his figures is generally fixated my 
characters, as if they are strangers under equal parts investigation and welcome.   
 
Overall this piece was successful in that it created moments of flow, but the focus of this piece 
shifted from being concerned with experiencing flow moments, to creating a conversation 
through shared art space. By this I mean that rather than being focused on the way that the art 
practice promoted flow this work, the entire series completed with Hawkie celebrates the 
concept of art as a collaborative practice. The question for me remains that if this collaboration 
had been completed in a shared space, in contrast to being completed an ocean apart, would 
the aesthetic results have been different, and would there have been more moments of shared 
flow experience.    
 
Figure 50. Katherine Barrand, 2013 Work 14 (in progress), felt tip 
markers on paper 
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Individual piece analysis: Work 15 
 
Work 15/Lost in the Mall (see Figure 47), was a work that allowed me to be fully submersed 
immersed in the style of Hawkie’s world. I found myself able to find the thread of his lines, and 
seamlessly flow into them with my own.  
 
Initially I was confronted by the chaotic line work and strong use of colour that I found when I 
opened the tube sent from Dublin (see Figure 51). I was also taken aback by the way that 
Hawkie had decided to cover almost exactly half a page. None of the other collaborations had 
started with this severe divide down the middle, and it may have been a reflection of the 
influence that the works sent from me to him had on his concept of the project. The figure of the 
dog seemed to be looking back to the void, waiting for something to interact with, encouraging a 
response. I took a while just sitting with this work, trying to understand the method of application 
and way materials were utilized in this work. I set about going through my many stationery 
drawers, attempting to match the materials used –pink and orange highlighter markers; black 
fine liner pens; and red, mustard yellow and brown felt-tipped markers.   
 
The creative process began by trying 
to immerse myself in the work already 
on the page, picking out characters he 
had created, and visually tracing their 
outlines. While I was not necessarily 
trying to imitate his processes exactly, 
my half of the work began as I 
suspected his did, with a fine liner and 
doodling of some of the larger 
characters. 
 
The explicit work on this piece was 
when I consciously attempted to 
balance out the work, making sure that there wasn’t too much weight on the line work of any 
one section, and that the shapes were complimentary. However, implicitly I found something 
surprising happened when after taking the time to relate to Hawkie’s marks, I was experiencing 
moments of flow as I worked. I was able to let go of the fear of ruining what had already been 
completed and began to just draw.   
 
Figure 51. PJ Hawkie, 2013, Work 15/Lost in the Mall (in progress), felt tip 
markers on paper 
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I noticed that the strong black lines connected our halves of the drawing, and characters started 
to have their own conversations. These conversations spoke of line, weight, and form, and were 
imbued with a sense of humour. The work took about two hours for me to complete, including 
the immersion time at the start. Conscious intervention finished this work by continuing the red 
band of colour across the top of the piece to as if to signify to joining of the two halves of the 
collaboration together.  
 
The following Discussion chapter, will identify themes from the collaborative research and 
combine them with insights from the previous solo investigation. These combined insights will 
then be related back to an educational context.   
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Chapter 6 - Discussion 
 
As my research drew from varied source material including cognitive neuroscience, psychology, 
education and fine art, it has to be noted that all through this journey there were tensions 
between these sometimes competing fields of research. Definitions were sometimes 
complimentary, oftentimes not; there were competing interests between empirical quantitative 
observation and qualitative and auto-ethnographic concepts evident in the research literature. 
Ultimately, I designed the research to focus on a limited study using qualitative principles, with 
the potential to expand these findings to incorporate future quantitative research directions that 
will be detailed further in the following chapter. 
 
This chapter is presented in three sections: variables of artistic collaboration, which includes 
discussion of the variables that impacted on the research including methods of making; 
influence of artistic style; artistic process; relationships; creativity; feedback and the way 
participants were influenced post-collaboratively. Section two examines the relationship 
between control vs. creativity and flow outcomes which emerged to be an integral auto-
ethnographic theme of the research.  
 
In section three, the possible directions for education research arising from this research 
are examined in addition to the potential benefits and pitfalls in educational applications of this 
research.  
 
As this research is scaffolded on the methodological approach of a/r/tography, each of these 
three sections examines the research through a different identity lenses: those of artist, 
researcher, and teacher. There is an acknowledgement of the way that each identity colours the 
next, and how each are became dominant in different parts of the research.     
 
Several caveats have to be discussed with regard to the conclusions drawn from this research. 
Firstly, the study was extremely limited in terms of participant numbers. As noted earlier, this 
was an intentional limit imposed to keep the scope of the research narrower to enable a deeper 
examination of each collaboration rather than an expansive and shallow examination of multiple 
collaborations. Additional ethical considerations regarding time constraints with each 
collaborating artist meant the time spent with each was limited; these time limitations were a 
direct reflection of ethical concerns of not wanting to demand too much from participants 
(Downey, 2009; Bishop, 2005; Blackwell & Jeffries, 2006). This concern was also echoed by 
Brock who mentioned during the post-collaborative interview that if he had known in advance 
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how long we ended up working for in our collaborative session, he would not have been as keen 
to participate:  
 
“[I]f you had have said to me, ‘hey can you come around for a six and a half hour 
drawing session’, I would have been more reluctant to commit.” Brock Sibley 
 
In terms of research design, demanding more initially from the participants could have seriously 
impacted on participant recruitment and successful completion rate of all collaborations.  
 
Secondly, the participants all completed somewhat different collaborations, which meant that 
the results are not easily comparable. However the attempt to make them comparable also had 
its drawbacks in terms of slipping into a coordinative instead of collaborative role (Baguley, 
2007).  
 
Despite these limitations, I have drawn a number of conclusions about the way that different 
variables impacted on the creation of moments of flow in this study, and how this research 
influenced participants and relationships. These variables are discussed in the following section. 
My intention in doing this is to signpost what worked best in this study to be potentially utilised 
for future research on artistic collaboration.  
 
A comparative summary of these findings is outlined in Table 5, and these are expanded on in 
the following sections of this chapter.  
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Section 1: Collaboration as process and its effects 
 
Initially, these variables were identified by examining moments of similarity amongst the 
collaborations, whilst also identifying differences and the potential impact they had on the 
collaborative process and/or participants. Thus the variables identified (not in order of 
importance) are: atmosphere/setting, immediacy of feedback, similarity of artistic style, similarity 
of artistic process, similarity of method, relationships to collaborating artists, and influence of the 
research on collaborating artists. 
 
Atmosphere/setting 
 
Most artist’s admitted to feeling apprehensive before beginning the collaborative work: 
 
It was my own expectations, who and what and trying to find that comfortable space. I 
was wondering how the process was going to work. -Cody Joy 
 
Yeah, a little nervous to start with. I’m not sure what I expected, to start with I sort of felt 
like I should bring something that was complementary to your work. -Brock Sibley 
 
This apprehension was also felt by Hawkie when receiving the first works to collaborate on, and 
highlights the importance of managing expectations, and creating an atmosphere that is 
conducive to moments of flow. The setting of the collaborations were all individually tailored, 
and these distinct environments influenced the way that each was completed. While the 
collaborative sessions with both Cody and Brock were completed under similar conditions, the 
settings of collaborations with Inga and PJ Hawkie were unique. Cody and Brock worked in-
person at my kitchen table; I worked in an unfamiliar space during the in-person collaboration 
with Inga; all artists completed work individually in their own space. With PJ Hawkie’s 
collaboration, it was necessary to work entirely in individual spaces as he resides halfway 
across the world in Dublin, Ireland.  
 
The results emerging from these changes in the environment were reflectively examined 
through both participant insights and my own reflections. I was able to experience both working 
in a familiar comfortable space (my kitchen table) and in one that was foreign to me (Inga’s 
studio). These auto-ethnographical results are examined further in the following chapter. The 
environment in which each collaboration took place was important as each of these spaces had 
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an impact on the way the collaborations progressed, and within each space, even the specific 
layout had an impact. Cody describes the initial set-up that confronted her on my kitchen table: 
 
I found the initial set up with the divider between us awkward; the suspense of not 
knowing what the other person was doing right there was too much. But once we 
abandoned the notion of not seeing what the other artist was doing, the suspense was 
far less and things started to flow. –Cody Joy 
 
It was only after the adjustment to the environment by removing the divider that the 
collaboration in this instance began to work, and flow. Schon (1987) describes this process as 
reflection in-action, as it had an “immediate significance for action” (p. 29), and if the 
environment had not been adjusted by removing the divider, the entire collaboration may have 
continued to be awkward, which could have inhibited moments of flow. Cody’s feedback 
confirmed that an environment which creates too much (unanticipated) suspense can negatively 
affect flow moments. After reflecting on this outcome, I adjusted the collaborative method in 
subsequent collaborations to ensure they were free of this initial issue.    
 
All collaborating artists observed that they found the in-person sessions to be more valuable 
than the collaborations completed at a distance. This was especially true for experiencing 
moments of flow. This was particularly evident in the collaboration with Brock, where the 
intended one and a half hour session extended into over six hours. This was the collaboration 
with the most extended and frequent flow moments; neither Brock nor I wanted the session to 
end, and as Brock stated:   
 
“The longer session I wouldn’t have planned it like that, and it wasn’t planned like that, 
but it just organically happened.”  -Brock Sibley 
 
Apart from the shared environment, there were several other contributing factors which 
influenced the frequency and quality of flow moments occurring in-person. One of these factors 
was the way the collaborative sessions allowed for verbal communication to occur alongside the 
visual. These conversations added an extra dimension to communication without being overly 
intrusive, and generally enhanced and highlighted the moments of flow. 
 
These conversations also served as a partial distraction to the task of doodling, allowing the 
doodling activity to move between what Dietrich (2004) identified as implicit and explicit 
behaviour. Similar to Anadrade’s (2010) research design, the distraction of conversation 
provided conditions which allowed more unconscious doodling to take place. Conversation 
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serving as a distraction, although not an anticipated part of the research design, may have 
aided the creative process (Dietrich, 2004). Conversation during the in-person sessions also 
maintained levels of interest in the project that may have been difficult to replicate under 
different circumstances. This finding is supported by Inga, who when asked in her interview 
about her favourite part of the collaboration stated that: 
 
Having another person there, did in some ways take my mind off what I was doing and 
make it a little bit more like I was ascribing to the doodling concept in that it took my 
mind off the work I was doing and made my work less structured. I think chatting at the 
same time as working to me was actually good for freeing up my hand. -Inga Nolan 
 
Brock, also highlighted the design of the collaborations as an important part of their success; 
when discussing previous collaborations he hinted at the hit and miss aspect of collaboration 
when not completed in-person:  
 
Sometimes the work done when it was passed from studio to studio worked, sometimes 
it didn’t. I think with our collaboration there was more purpose to our work, and more 
communication at the start. -Brock Sibley 
 
This suggests that communication, setting, and purpose are all influential factors to consider to 
maximise moments of flow occurring. When asked about the effect that having the collaboration 
take place without this in-person stage, Hawkie stated that he didn’t think he would have 
changed his approach to making. 
 
Another factor identified by Cody, Brock and Inga was that the collaborations became a non-
verbal conversation in mark making, and that these conversations flow most easily when you 
can take immediate cues from another person. Important cues in these conversations included 
the other artist’s physical use of the materials, and the immediacy of feedback given. Further 
evidence suggests that the artworks created in-person tend to towards a stronger exchange of 
marks when compared to those that are completed apart. All artists (except for Hawkie as there 
was no opportunity to do so) preferred this way of working. 
 
Yet, the effect of the in-person collaborating was not limited to the physical time spent working 
together, and extended into the subsequent work completed individually. As highlighted by 
Cody:  
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I think working in person was good as a starter, and I think working apart later on was 
easier because we had worked together to start with. To be honest I would have like to 
do more of the shared studio space, and be working on more long- term pieces in the 
same space, to more literally have that give and take present throughout the 
development of a work. -Cody Joy  
 
When possible, collaborating in-person tended to have a positive effect on completing the 
subsequent solo part of the project. This could be due to the collaboration encouraging a 
heightened sense of creativity (Baguley, 2007) or perhaps could be due to having a better 
understanding of shared expectations (i.e. anticipated potential aesthetic outcomes, and time 
commitment). The subsequent works created apart were influenced positively by this time spent 
in personal contact, although this wasn’t critical, this did aid in framing expectations.  
 
Immediacy of feedback 
 
One of the major benefits of in-person collaboration is the ability to generate immediate 
feedback from the other artist. The artistic feedback referred to in this section is concerned with 
the marks generated by passes that each of the participants made.   
 
All participants stated a preference for having multiple passes on each work, as this process 
had the potential to create a deeper visual conversation. As Cody stated: 
 
I liked that part of the work; there was more room to build, and also to leave it alone. To 
leave room for the other person…To be honest, I would have like to do more of the shared 
studio space, and be working on more long term pieces in the same space, to more 
literally have that give and take present throughout the development of a work. -Cody Joy 
 
However, while the nature of this study only allowed for a limited amount of time from each 
participant, future studies would benefit from seeking longer term collaborative projects with 
potentially unlimited passes from each artist.  
 
The feedback generated in the collaborative process involved participants that completed work 
in-person (Cody, Brock and Inga) looking at their marks with fresh eyes almost as if seeing their 
work through the lens of the other artist. Most collaborators were interested in the way that the 
other artist interpreted and responded to their marks. This is emphasised by Brock Sibley, who 
stated that:  
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It doesn't matter how small the detail, there is something in collaboration that can be 
surprising or ever revealing in not just the other artist works, but how the other reads and 
deciphers your own. -Brock Sibley 
 
Therefore it is interesting to examine and compare the collaboration that had no immediate 
face-to-face feedback. PJ Hawkie stated that the delay in feedback, mostly due to the nature of 
international mail lag, was not detrimental to the process but aided him in not over-thinking the 
project, while the general consensus amongst the other participants (Brock, Inga and Cody) 
was that the immediate feedback made the in-person collaborations conducive to creativity. On 
the prospect of more being able to complete more passes in each work (discounting the 
postage costs), Hawkie posed questions about what would have eventuated: 
  
Would we have become more used to seeing the other art there, to the point of 
expecting certain characters/colours, or would I have left specific areas knowing that you 
may include certain elements of your work there…maybe?! - PJ Hawkie 
 
These differences suggest that in-person collaboration, and collaborations involving more 
passes between artists may yield more positive outcomes than working apart with fewer 
passes. Although not considered detrimental to the collaboration with Hawkie, the issue of 
immediacy of feedback was partially addressed by Hawkie’s suggestion that real-time online 
drawing collaboration software might go some ways to addressing the issue of a lack of 
immediate feedback - especially for an international context or in a situation where in-person 
collaboration is unable to be completed. 
 
Use of Doodling and matters of Artistic Practice 
 
Not all the artists who participated in this research created art in the same style. They varied in 
style from specializing in the abstract (Cody and Brock) to a combination of realistic, figurative 
and abstract (Inga), to pop surrealism (PJ Hawkie). Yet all artists incorporate doodling in their 
practice either as a warm up exercise or as part of their final work.  
 
The work created during the project reflected this and the mark making varied from deliberate 
and self-conscious, to a subconscious doodling, shading and being focused on the flowing of 
lines. Building on Maclagan’s (2013) concept of doodling sitting between scribbling and drawing, 
I believe that the research demonstrates that there is a sliding scale of doodling, in that it varies 
from implicit, subconscious mark making to explicit, consciously implemented mark making 
(Dietrich, 2004). What is curious is that this sometimes implicit behavior is one that some of the 
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artists in this study choose to consciously /explicitly/ engage in. This is evidenced, for example, 
in Cody Joy’s repetitive art making where she uses doodling as a technique in a pre-determined 
art practice:  
 
I fall into repetition, and I’m comfortable in how I work. It’s not rigid in how I set out, 
starting a piece often comes from doodling, and then I get excited by a shape and find 
myself repeating that in an effort to better understand the mark. -Cody Joy 
 
What was interesting was how each artist similarly interpreted the concept of doodling, and it 
was revealing how they use doodling in their everyday practice. Hawkie explained his 
interpretation of doodling as:   
 
I guess it depends on how you process the word ‘doodling’ -some folk may think it’s 
almost an idle pastime… doodling/idling..? I tend to hold the word in a better light-as in I 
think it’s a raw form of art… -PJ Hawkie 
 
Viewing doodling as a raw from of art is also how both Cody and I interpret the term doodling, 
and our styles of making (two-dimensional, single line, clean line work which focuses on 
details), were very similar to Hawkie’s multiple line driven focus However, although Brock’s style 
of working is almost the opposite, (painterly in style, focusing on multiple layering of mediums 
and scraping back through these layers to reveal details), there was a sense of similarity in 
getting absorbed by the process of seeking flow moments: 
 
At certain times I want to represent certain marks that I’ve seen, but usually I end up 
doodling over it and become lost in the layers. -Brock Sibley 
 
In contrast, Inga uses doodling as a warm-up exercise to free up new concepts and make 
connections in her usual practice: 
 
With doodling, if I’m on the phone call and it’s a stressful phone call -even if it’s not, just 
being mindless, that’s’ the sort of doodling I think of as doodling, motions with a material 
of some sort, usually a pen. It is the opposite of my work which is very engaged, and 
focused…doodling is like responding in some way to something that you’re not really 
thinking about it could be just a shape or just a feeling of a material or tracing over a line 
again and again. -Inga Nolan 
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This consensus between the collaborating artists of doodling being a raw, mindless, repetitive 
activity, points to flow moments being inherent in the doodling process; which echoes Schott 
(2011) interpretation of doodling being an implicit or subconscious behaviour. Even though 
doodling is used differently by collaborating artists, these different approaches to doodling had 
no discernible impact on the outcomes of this research.  
 
The only notable issue with a difference in artistic style resided in my own temporary 
appropriation of Brock’s style when working with Inga. The main issue that resulted from this 
was due to not being comfortable with Brock’s style; so my work lacked conviction - and this 
lack of confidence negatively impacted on the collaboration with Inga.  
 
Therefore, although a similarity in style makes collaboration initially easier (for example the 
similarities between Cody and my style), there were significant differences between the styles of 
Brock and myself and that collaboration was very successful in terms of creating flow moments. 
It may be concluded that similarity of artistic style was not really of consequence to the success 
of the collaborations. However, being comfortable with the chosen artistic style is important.   
 
Regarding the influence of the collaboration on artistic practice four of the five (including myself) 
collaborating artists registered varying degrees of effect on their habitual artistic style/behaviour. 
This included changes in frequency of practice post-collaboration (Cody, Inga and Brock) 
through to a change in the direction of their current artistic output (Cody and myself).  
 
The effects of the collaborations on artistic style and practice seem to not be permanent (as is 
evidenced by the comments of Cody about waning influence after a couple of months). 
However, the effects of kick-starting the artistic behavioural process seem to have a longer 
effect, as suggested by Inga, Cody and Brock. When describing the way the project has 
encouraged her to make more art after the completion of the project, Inga stated that” 
   
I think our project has actually helped me a lot. -Inga Nolan 
 
In terms of aesthetic and procedural influence on current practice, Cody was moved to 
reintroduce colour into some of her work, and also post-collaboratively experimented with a 
freer style of working in response to the collaboration.  
 
I had already begun to change what I had being doing out of necessity, but I found it 
helpful to get out of myself with this project and back into art practice. The process of 
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approaching this project differently freed me up to continue with my own work as well. -
Cody Joy 
 
Although not a permanent change to her familiar style, this collaboration did help her to clarify 
her own artistic practice and view her mark making from a more grounded perspective. All 
participants were in agreement that the project helped them to create a new outlook on their 
work as it forced them to change their way of working, and look at their current practice (or lack 
thereof) from a new perspective (Miell and Littleton, 2004). Inga attributed this new perspective 
to the unpredictable nature of the collaborative process.  
  
I like the unpredictable nature of collaboration… I thought it was great unlocking that 
inner creativity. -Inga Nolan 
 
Similarity of artistic process 
 
A further insight of this research relates to how artists perform their artistic process. The artistic 
process I refer to here, is not concerned with material aesthetics. Rather, it is concerned with 
the participant’s perceptions of the importance of the process of making work in contrast with 
the products made. Questions asked of participants in this study related to their perception of 
the importance that artists placed on experiencing joy in their art and whether this could be 
identified with the process of making art or to the end results of the making process. Most artists 
in this study naturally had a combination of process and product preference, but difference in 
emphasis can be placed on either area depending on how each artist experiences their art 
making.   
 
The artists involved in this study generally preferred the process over product, and of the in-
person collaborations, two out of the three (Cody and Brock) registered a total preference for 
the process, with almost disregard for the final product.  
  
It’s 100% about the process for me, product comes out of doing, and I’m largely 
unattached to the product. I feel freer in the process of making which is ultimately what 
I’m after. - Cody Joy 
 
It’s more about the process for me, it’s about working with the paint…. -Brock Sibley 
 
I think I get a lot more from making art than being a viewer … it’s a very personal 
journey, displaying/selling/discussing the final work never comes to mind. To 
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concentrate on how the end piece may look before I start would ruin the creative process 
for me. -PJ Hawkie 
 
Inga stated an equal preference for process over product, and often combined the two 
processes in the same piece: 
  
I do try to switch it off [focused engagement] so that I can come up with something that’s 
not predictable, and not the everyday and I like to try different things. I don’t like work 
that is always the same. Inga Nolan 
 
My own artistic preference is always process over product. However, during my collaboration 
with Inga I became overly concerned with product and my inability to successfully incorporate 
the techniques gained in collaboration with Brock. This concern for the final product was overall 
a negative influence on the moments of flow experienced in the collaboration.  
 
The importance that Brock placed on the process of making art was synchronous with my 
attitude toward the importance of process in that collaboration. This allowed our collaboration to 
have a similarity of direction and intent. This in turn meant that the products’ final form were of 
less concern to us than the actual physical making of the work thereby removing the necessity 
of overtly considering the final aesthetic. Our harmonious attitude allowed for moments of flow 
to occur and encouraged trust to develop between us. The emphasis on process over product 
also removed the concern of accidently ruining the other artists’ marks, as the marks were 
simply part of that journey. This allowed for much greater experimentation on my behalf and a 
greater honesty in the mark making conversation that was experienced. 
 
…it’s nice to realize that someone shares your practice because it builds confidence in what 
you are doing, it helped make my practice feel real again after the health induced break from 
studio work. -Cody Joy 
 
It could be inferred from these results that if collaborating artists value the process over the 
product (and vice versa) the artists can focus on what is important to them (their implicit values) 
over explicit demands (such as worrying about visual aesthetics, being overly concerned with 
the final product or with ruining another artists’ marks). This was demonstrated to its fullest in 
the collaboration with Brock, where both of us were entirely focused on process over product 
and created sustained periods of flow between us. The extension of the session was a surprise 
to both of us, as it was only scheduled to be for a two-hour window and ended up continuing 
into the night. Time was suspended as there were periods of time that seemed to fly for both of 
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us, and I suggest that the shared attitude of emphasising process played a significant role in the 
frequency in duration and intensity of flow moments.  
 
Medium Choice 
 
The methods of creating identified in this study include: preferences in medium; in application 
method; and the intensity of focus during art making. A common outcome from collaborators in 
this study was that unfamiliar material choice did somewhat impact on the moments of flow 
experienced during the collaborations. This can be attributed to the fact that when exposed to 
an unfamiliar medium, the explicit demands placed on the participant need to be addressed 
before the participant can experience moments of flow (Knowleton, 2013).  
 
The way a medium functions needs to be explored before there is an adjustment by the 
participant to the new function, and only then does that functionality become more readily 
accessible by the artist.  
 
This insight was evident in the collaboration with Cody, who vocalised the initial challenge she 
experienced when faced with using both coloured and graphite pencils, as they were materials 
she had not used for many years:  
 
Pencil I found challenging because I haven’t used pencil in my own work in a linear sort 
of style, it took me back to high school and shading and that’s something I haven’t done 
in a long while. -Cody Joy 
 
However this change in medium was not only negative, and Cody was eventually able to adapt 
to the medium and was even inspired to return to previous modes of working which utilised 
these less familiar mediums.  
 
I actually found that refreshing, and I’m considering using pencil more myself in future 
works. -Cody Joy 
 
I experienced a similar trepidation of using different materials and application methods when 
working with Brock. Brock’s disinclination to adhere to my rather strict medium choice forced me 
to adopt his material preferences. Initially, the change was difficult for me, and moments of self-
consciousness crept in, but as the collaboration progressed, I was able to familiarise myself with 
the materials and feel comfortable enough in the knowledge of the functionality of the materials 
to experiment with them. The quick adoption of the medium and application knowledge was 
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wholly aided and guided by Brock, and without his influence isn’t something that I would have 
been able to do, or even necessarily seek out.  
 
As was evident in the collaboration with Inga which followed shortly after, the functionality of 
unfamiliar mediums and techniques then became problematic for me. I was still somewhat 
enamoured by the freedom that the materials brought to the collaboration with Brock, and hadn’t 
had enough time to fully test and explore these impacts independently before commencing the 
collaboration with Inga. In this instance, explicit conscious thoughts intervened, which 
undermined confidence in my ability to use the medium that caused a corresponding decrease 
in the moments of flow (Dietrich, 2004).   
  
Relationships – the need for trust 
 
One contributing factor to building rapport between the collaborators as artists was that there 
was already a high level of trust arising from varying degrees of familiarity between myself and 
each of the participants involved in the research. This trust became evident when all artists 
were able to take risks with their work and place their faith in the process of mark making. The 
level of trust was maintained by giving the artists clear goals during the project, in addition to 
making sure that the participants felt comfortable in the environment in which the collaborations 
took place.    
 
This trust was partly built upon the knowledge that the participants were of a skill level that 
enabled them to easily achieve the aesthetic demands of the task, a necessary prerequisite for 
moments of flow according to Csikszentmihalyi (1971). However, in the collaboration with Inga, I 
lost confidence in my artistic ability and floundered in unfamiliar methods. I felt I lacked the skills 
required for the collaboration and experienced breaks in flow as a consequence of this 
mismatch in skill levels.  
 
At the beginning of every in-person collaboration, the participants all felt some degree of 
nervousness. This was attributed to being out of their comfort zone without a definitive 
understanding of what was expected of them (Cody, Brock and Inga) or being unsure if they 
could live up to the research expectations (Brock). Those who were currently practising artists 
(Cody, Brock, and Hawkie) found the activity to be less daunting than those who were coming to 
the activity from a prolonged period of inactivity as an artist (Inga). Trepidation also took the 
form of being unwilling to upset the other participant by going over their marks (Cody). As Cody 
states about the project  
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I felt that I didn’t want to interpret your marks wrongly. I found myself trying to 
compliment your marks, which altered the way I made my own marks. -Cody Joy  
 
This feeling, which I interpret as a tension between control and flow, eventually dissipated as 
feedback was given in the form of the other participant’s marks. This further correlated to an 
increase in trust between collaborators. 
 
There was also a sense of commitment to the concept of the project. This commitment 
extended beyond the participant’s initial decision to participate into the continuation with the 
project to completion. The demands placed on the participants were also about setting aside 
their initial fears and trusting in this project as a process with potential outcomes for their own 
practices. A contributing factor of this commitment was also the strong ethical foundation that 
the study was built on, which allowed the collaborating artists to feel more willing to experiment. 
Ultimately, this research created strengthened bonds between us as artists and friends, and as 
Hawkie stated  
 
apart from being involved in something new I’ve picked up a few like minded arty friends 
from down under…definitely something I’d be part of again, -PJ Hawkie 
 
Influence on participants post-collaboration 
 
This act of collaboration had the ability to alter participants’ views of themselves (Baguley, 2007; 
Clandinin et. al., 2007; Miell & Littleton, 2004), and it was Cody that noted the collaboration:  
 
...released me from my past ideas and let me delve into something else, which has been 
largely unsuccessful I must admit, but it’s slowly feeding back in now. It gave me a 
freshness that I could then take back to my own practice, run  with for a bit, and then as I 
came back to what I was working on previously I’m finding myself incorporating some of 
that freshness into  new works. –Cody Joy 
 
The outcomes of this study support the idea that collaboration has the potential to transform 
participants’ work and personal life (Baguley 2007). The influence of the collaboration over the 
artistic practices of the research participants - including myself - was evident in the creative 
outcomes and interview responses. Similarly, Kelley (1995) suggests that “Collaboration is a 
process of mutual transformation in which the collaborators, and thus their common work, are in 
some way changed. Most importantly, the creative process itself is transformed in a 
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collaborative relationship.” (in Lacy 1995, p.140). The influence over our personal lives was also 
evident in the strengthened bonds between myself and the fellow participants in this study.  
 
What the other participating artists gained from this study varied from: a greater connection to 
another artist (Hawkie); to being re-invigorated to create art (Inga); to rethinking and confirming 
their own mark making (Cody & Brock). As Cody stated about the collaborative process:  
 
In that struggle between feeling awkward at the start, feeling expectations, and then 
coming to accept my own mark making in those processes. I now can say that this is 
what I do, these are my marks, and this is what I make. -Cody Joy 
 
The changes experienced to my own artistic style, even though somewhat temporary, were 
further evidence of the transformation which occurred as a result of the research collaboration. 
Due to being unanticipated, this change was surprising; after reflecting on the research 
literature these changes could have been a predictable outcome (Baguley, 2007; Clandinin et. 
al., 2007; Miell & Littleton, 2004). The rising panic at seeing marks that I had made and disliked, 
culminated in the piece completed with Inga (figure x). In that moment, all I could focus on were 
my perceived mistakes, which curtailed my search for moments of flow.  
 
What is apparent from these findings is that I should perhaps have waited longer between 
collaborations - or potentially created an additional solo body of work between each of the 
collaborations - for there to be a more accurate measure of the influence of each of the artists 
on my own work. This reinforces the concept of incubation time being necessary to allow time 
for the other artist’s influence to settle. This necessary gap between collaborations could be 
considered a type of incubation time and could potentially have been better utilised as a time for 
exploration of self (Dinham 2011; Leavy, 2008; Horan, 2009, Sawyer, 2012). 
 
The next section will be a discussion of how the different identities of artist/researcher/teacher - 
and friend - were stretched and why certain decisions were made during the research, and will 
also discuss the way that creativity and flow were experienced during the research.  
 
Section 2: Creativity, control and flow. 
 
Control and flow are not necessarily two competing themes. In fact, according to 
Csikszentmihalyi (1990) control over the way someone perceives situations can lead to more 
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moments of flow occurring. Cody alluded to this concept, when discussing previous 
collaborative projects as being: 
 
…a very forced course requirement. They were a couple of whole class projects and 
small group projects. I think that was more difficult because it felt like there were all 
these people trying to fight for dominance, whereas I felt more comfortable with our 
collaborating. The larger groups were difficult as there was no leader and there was no 
clear direction, commitment or similar practice. -Cody Joy 
 
However, exerting control can sometimes interfere with moments of flow, especially when 
engaged in artistic collaboration (Baguley, 2007). The following section will expand on the way 
that control was exerted over the collaborations in this research, and will attempt to explain 
through auto-ethnographical insights how control became an unanticipated focus of this 
research. This section will also explore the ways that creativity and flow occurred during and 
after the collaborations.   
 
Identities of artist/researcher/teacher s-t-r-e-t-c-h-e-d 
 
Miell and Littleton (2004) are of the opinion that collaborative creativity has the power to change 
the way people view themselves; which is evidenced in the way that these collaborations have 
changed the way that I view myself as an artist, teacher, researcher and friend. Instead of a 
linear progression, the collaborations became intertwined with my own process at the nexus. 
This work became transformative for my practice and influenced relationships between myself 
and the collaborating artists.  
 
At first I was unsure of how I would be able to effectively collaborate with the different artists 
chosen for this study. I was equally grateful for their agreement to participate, and daunted by 
their trust that I would be able to not only complete the project, but also ensure that they 
received some benefit for participating. The artists who took part in the in-person collaborations 
were mostly well-established friends of mine, with Hawkie being the only relatively unknown 
person who was recruited for this study through the social media network of Instagram. Initially, 
I was excited to be able to work with friends, but this excitement was soon tempered and turned 
to concern that our friendships may be scarred by a bad experience.  
 
What eventuated, was that our friendships both deepened and blossomed through the act of 
collaboration. As collaborating artists, we laid bare our usually private processes to one another. 
Through the collaborative process, our relationships were slowly revealed to each other by a 
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process of identifying similarities and differences (Blackwell & Jeffries, 2006). In this research, 
these relationships became equally as important to this research as the resulting artwork. Cody 
Joy summarised it best when she said:  
 
It’s interesting to know someone who is an artist and a friend and to connect beyond 
that, through an in-depth look at their processes. -Cody Joy 
 
This examination of relationships did not stop at connecting us as a network of artists, it also 
brought to light some concerns regarding my method of working. These concerns were founded 
in my assumptions about what constituted rigorous research and how to best construct the 
collaborative sessions. There was an overarching need to control the physical and social details 
of each of the collaborations, and when it started to go off track, I had initial moments of 
personal resistance. This resistance is evidenced in all collaborations, but was readily identified 
during the collaboration with Brock, who started to use materials that he had brought with him 
unexpectedly mid-collaboration. When discussing this during the interview, Brock stated that his 
reason for breaking the outlined was that using a restricted palette of materials: 
  
…was a bit of a struggle and I felt like I had to go against the parameters of the project 
and use the materials I preferred. I think rebellion forced me to choose different 
materials. -Brock Sibley   
 
After my initial hesitance, rather than seeing this as a failure of the research design, I embraced 
this change in material usage. This initial hesitance also in part stemmed from tensions between 
my artist and researcher identities.   
 
I was aware that collaborating between artists can include different levels of input, from the truly 
collaborative in all aspects including the design of the project, to being a collaborative 
contributor and working with someone in a more generous fashion (Wright, 2004). However, it 
was only after the completion of the collaborative exercises that the revelation of my need to 
control the collaborations became wholly evident. It is important to unpack my thinking behind 
the design of the collaborations for this research, as it reveals somewhat my decisions to control 
the collaborative situations.  
 
Firstly, I sought similarly constructed (not similar in design) works from each collaboration. This 
was driven by a desire to compare results between artists as I felt that having similar conditions 
meant that I was more easily and more correctly able to discover and identify influencing factors 
from each of the collaborations. In part, it seems it was appropriate to design the collaborations 
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this way, in that I was able to compare some elements. However, the sheer dynamics of 
working with different people demanded tailored situations that were able to shift and flow 
according to the participant’s needs. This model of working would have been truer to Baguley’s 
(2007) definition of collaboration being a process of equal negotiation. In some of the 
collaborations, my conceptualisation and pre-planning of the collaborations meant that they 
became somewhat stilted and forced in nature, and thus became what Baguley (2007) would 
describe as coordination rather than collaboration.  
 
These moments of inflexibility resonated with my understanding of Porter’s (2004) concerns 
about of the potential for structure to inhibit process. Bray et al., (2000) recognised “a need to 
provide a general map of the process and a need to avoid suggesting a fixed structure that 
defeats the intention of collaborative inquiry” (p.13). The structure that I initially set for the 
participants (the divider in the collaboration with Cody and the restricted materials with Brock) 
were inhibiting to the facilitation of flow moments and creativity. Although my resistances to 
change the research design did occasionally happen, there was always a pushback by the 
collaborating artists, especially by Brock, who quickly pulled me back into the mode of 
collaboration. This resulted in the voices of the collaborating artists being more readily heard 
and their hand more readily seen; which in turn made their contribution to the design of the 
collaborations more equal.    
 
As the researcher, I felt that the participants were looking to me for guidance, which was 
evidenced by Cody and Brock seeking clear guidelines and focus. This meant that I felt a need 
to present a confident facade regarding the design of the collaborative studies of this research 
which was somewhat difficult for me - especially when I was questioning some of the methods I 
had chosen to employ. As a teacher, I am on occasion asked to teach subjects outside of my 
method area that I have little preparation time for, and this demands equal parts improvisation 
and bluff. At times this research brought to mind parallels of teaching unknown subject material, 
in that the outcomes were uncertain, and I had no tested template on which to base my 
expectations. As the collaborations progressed my confidence increased, and factors that 
impacted on that are discussed in more detail in the following section. 
 
The amount of control which I felt needed to be initially exerted over the collaborative process 
was upon reflection, profoundly surprising. I had never viewed myself as being someone that 
sought control, or even someone that led a very controlled life before starting this research As a 
result of this, I found myself examining the roles I play in all relationships in my life through a 
more critical lens. Essentially, for moments of flow to occur in collaboration, there needs to be 
both mutual understanding and agreement of how the collaboration is to take place, and when 
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this agreement is violated there are potential consequences for both flow moments and 
personal relationships.  
 
This revelation about my need for control brought about another insight regarding my identity as 
a teacher and how I structure my classroom lessons to encourage creativity. Rather than 
allowing of the free facilitation of learning, I carefully craft each lesson so that my students can 
discover learning objectives at a fairly uniform pace. This careful crafting is ensure control of a 
lesson so that it does not descend into a free-for-all session of exploring creativity (Robinson, 
2009; Torrance and Torrance, 1973). Additionally, to be able to experience moments of flow, a 
level of control is required (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Questioning my need to control the 
outcomes in this research has left me questioning the level of control needed in the classroom 
and has driven me to seek out ways of educating in the future – ways that include true 
facilitation and collaboration (Baguley, 2007). 
 
Creativity and flow 
 
In this research, the literature supported the concept that creativity was experienced as a state 
of peak experience, of flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1971; Sawyer, 2012). What also became clear 
through the literature was that flow is perhaps the desired and preferred state of experience for 
most people, and that flow was not only an important state, it was the zone where athletes 
perform best and a state that artists seek through their making (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; 
Feuerring, 2012; Hillseth, 2014). The act of collaborating can also lead to flow moments 
(Baguley, 2007; Csikszentmihalyi, 1971; Sawyer, 2012).  
 
All collaborating artists involved in the in-person collaborations experienced flow moments prior 
to this research, and many did during the creation of the works; either through being absorbed 
in the act of making (as voiced by Cody and Inga); through to being surprised at experiencing 
large amounts of flow through the collaboration (Brock); or Hawkie’s and Inga’s comparisons of 
the collaboration being similar to that of music creation: 
 
I think there was a sense of relief that we were in the same kind of art rhythm, it was like 
hearing a beat and say yeah, I can make a beat to blend in with that”. -PJ Hawkie 
 
We started to mirror each other in the end, in the way that it was like playing music with 
someone, we started to play the same notes, creating harmony through repetition. -Inga 
Nolan 
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Creativity as discussed in this study has two elements, either little “c” or big “C” creativity, 
depending on the impact that the creativity has on the world (Sawyer, 2012). The experiences in 
the collaborations all fit the definition of little “c” creativity, which Sawyer (2012) defined as “...a 
new mental combination that is expressed in the world” (p.7). This is in part due to the fact that 
the artworks produced in the collaborations were a new and unusual combination that would not 
have been created without the collaborative aspect of the research. These collaborations did 
create non-linear perceptions and ultimately increased moments of flow (Baguley, 2007; 
Csikszentmihalyi, 1971; Eisner, 2002; Roy & Eales, 2010; Sawyer, 2012; Torres et al.; 2012).  
 
This research was designed to address these considerations, with goals for making a certain 
number of artworks, and using doodling as an activity that encouraged attention to task, 
immersion, and immediacy of experience. Overall, the moments of flow experienced during 
these collaborations were enhanced by the act of collaboration. These flow moments were 
inhibited by considerations of audience and space; a respect for other’s marks; the need for 
control; timeframes; and they generally took a while to produce consistent flow moments. Cody 
describes the way that flow developed through the collaborations: 
 
…it took a while to get in the flow of working together. Like a conversation it sort of built 
on what had come before, and we got more comfortable within that working space… by 
the end I had lost all inhibitions and just went for it. It’s interesting that in the first work 
we did there wasn’t much complimenting going on there. -Cody Joy 
 
What was also surprising to me was the way this activity enabled me to be stretched artistically. 
My style was influenced heavily by all of the collaborations, and this was quite unexpected. 
Although not overtly demanding in the technical sense, the collaborations were all unique in 
terms of materials and method of application. Each artist worked differently, and this was quite 
influential to my practice. Importantly my inability to shake the influence of Brock was also quite 
revealing and served as a way for me to identify elements of my own creativity and identity 
(John-Steiner, 2000; Baguley, 2007). 
 
I began to understand through this process that I have an adaptable artistic style and this 
flexibility is potentially an element of creativity (Robinson, 2006). This research encouraged me 
to become more adaptable, as the design of the activity meant that there were constantly 
changing conditions, techniques, and collaborators all of which influenced the ways I worked. 
Just as Csikszentmihalyi (1971, 1990) outlined, these collaborations required a certain level of 
difficulty to allow for engagement and the challenging of artistic perceptions. Cody iterated this 
when reflecting on the overall effect of the collaborative process:  
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In that struggle between feeling awkward at the start, feeling expectations, and then 
coming to accept my own mark making in those processes. I now can say that this is 
what I do, these are my marks, and this is what I make. -Cody Joy 
 
This longer term exposure to collaborating with others has changed the way that I view my own 
work, and has also enhanced my little “c” creativity through increasing my awareness of 
different artist’s processes (Sawyer, 2012). Brock outlined the benefits of this experience:  
 
I think it was [worthwhile]. It’s something that I think I’ll try to repeat it one day. I think it 
adds something to the way I work, and having someone else to work with was great. 
This time it really did feel like a true collaboration. -Brock Sibley 
 
The next section will examine potential educational applications of the research, which includes 
a discussion of the potential role that creative control plays in the educational environment and 
the issues with bringing this exercise into an educational context.  
 
Section 3: Directions for education research from the research 
 
While collaboration is an effective tool for encouraging creativity, the way it is enacted in the 
classroom can be problematic (Baguley, 2007; Csikszentmihalyi, 1971; Eisner, 2002; Roy & 
Eales, 2010; Sawyer, 2012; Torres et al.; 2012). When discussing how collaboration is utilised 
in the art classroom, Inga relayed her own teaching experiences: 
 
I don’t think most students are as willing to make art for art’s sake. They do it for the 
grade, they do it to tick the box, but they don’t realize the joy of creativity as much. -Inga 
Nolan 
 
Although it is likely that there is value for each year level in completing this collaborative 
doodling activity, I contend that this activity would be especially relevant to students in the 
middle years of education, especially years 9 and 10 who, according to the Australian 
Curriculum, are to be “...involved in every aspect of the making and presentation of arts images, 
products and performances, working both individually and collaboratively” (Australian 
Curriculum and Assessment Reporting Authority [ACARA], 2014).  
 
This is also reflected in the National Curriculum (ACARA, 2014) with emphasis being on Year 9 
and 10 being able to “...analyse connections between, practices and  viewpoints that represent 
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their own and others’ ideas. They identify influences of other artists on their own artworks.” 
(ACARA, 2014) As evidenced by the artist participants, this activity has the ability to encourage 
surprising links and develop original concepts. Therefore, this activity also supports the ACARA 
(2012) developing pathways outcome which involves students utilising “...‘possibility’ thinking 
and the use of knowledge to arrive at original ideas by linking unrelated ideas and concepts.” 
(ACARA, 2012).  
 
There are multiple educational applications outside years 9 and 10. It would, for instance, be 
fascinating to see how younger year levels would react to this exercise. However, these 
potential applications lie out of the scope of this research as my experience is grounded in 
secondary and post-secondary education. 
 
When asked what they thought university students might get out of it this type of exercise, the 
artists stated: 
 
It was interesting working with someone else. It helped me redefine my own practice and 
re-enforce my own practice.-Cody Joy 
 
If it was an activity where they didn’t really know the outcome, where there were less 
expectations placed on outcomes and more emphasis on quick mark making, then 
maybe. Perhaps if you did the quick pass the picture around with no expectations, 
having mediums flowing without them knowing what they’re doing. -Inga Nolan 
 
I think if they were under the impression it was going to be a final work that everyone 
would see, they might be a bit scared, but if it was just a splash here and a splash there 
until something happens then that’s a different story. -Inga Nolan 
 
I’d like to think it would, because a lot of them let themselves down, they have so much 
potential that they hold back. They think art is something that has to be a certain way, 
and it’s not.  -Inga Nolan 
 
Primarily, this research has the potential to challenge an artist’s perspective of art being a solo 
pursuit (as was stated by all participants of this study), which could be beneficial to the tertiary 
teaching environment. Yet, some of the skills that this exercise could teach are not limited to 
artistic outcomes. Collaborative learning also has potential value for teacher training and in 
commercial environments (Brown, 2012).  
 
 185 
 
For this type of artistic collaboration to be successful in an educational setting, the activity would 
require fairly strict parameters or controls to encourage creativity. This supports Robinson’s 
(2006, 2010, 2011) position that in order to encourage creativity, there is a requirement for 
discipline and control. This does not mean that the activity would necessarily become heavily 
prescribed, although this can be problematical for true collaborative design (Baguley, 2007). To 
succeed, those implementing this type of collaboration should focus on measures that serve to 
guide student creativity rather than control it. These measures should focus on the following 
elements - skill level, trepidation, and environment and setting.  
 
Skill level 
 
The artists who participated in this study had a similar ability level and training, and this helped 
to avoid frustration at mismatched skill levels. It would be recommended that the skill level of 
participating students should also be as evenly matched as possible and there should be a 
familiarity among the students. Familiarity with materials to be used and with the techniques 
necessary to complete the works is also crucial. For moments of flow to occur, there is a need 
to balance the requirement for challenge in the task without the activity be too difficult, as this 
risks creating an inhospitable environment for flow to occur (Csikszentmihalyi, 1971).  
 
If the students that are asked to collaborate together are unevenly matched in skill level or 
regard, both collaborators could potentially fail at reaching a state of flow. This mismatching 
may result in the high-achieving student suffering from limited challenge – and finding the 
activity being too simple or lacking in stimulation; and the other student, less familiar with artistic 
processes, being daunted by a task that is overly challenging. This discord in skill level could 
also lead to feelings by both students of being unable to freely contribute to the mark making 
process and an increase in feelings of trepidation. 
 
Trepidation 
 
One of the risks in enacting this activity in the classroom to create moments of flow would be 
the potential for the activity to go awry in the classroom. This could stem from a few different 
causes including mismatched skill-level mentioned above, and the way there is an inherent self-
consciousness built into this activity. This self-consciousness may lead to students becoming 
possessive or defensive of their work. When asked about bringing this activity into the 
classroom in his interview, Hawkie confirmed this as a potential issue and stated:  
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…yeah this would be a great idea…may need a bit of selling to some kids though as 
they tend to be territorial about their pages.-PJ Hawkie 
 
It is important to understand that when working closely with someone else, letting them see your 
marks, and interpreting theirs can at times be difficult, and was occasionally for collaborators in 
this research. For secondary aged students, letting go of the fear of failing (Houtz & Speedie, 
1978; McRae, 1987; Robinson, 2009), could potentially be far more difficult with another student 
present than it was for the participants in this study - whom already had established and trusting 
relationships before the collaborations took place. Primarily educators would need to know their 
class well enough, and having trusting relationships in the classroom to engender the required 
amount of buy-in from students. There would have to be additional concessions and 
understanding that all students may become possessive of their work, especially for this activity 
to be utilized with younger students. Additionally, teachers would need to consider how to best 
communicate to their class the importance of the process of making over the products created 
in this exercise.   
 
Environment and setting 
 
In many schools, the environment is restrictive both in curriculum design and physical 
surroundings Robinson (2006).Being held in studios, and places of familiarity and comfort, the 
collaborations that took place in this research were far removed from the sometimes chaotic art 
classroom. There was an ability in most of the collaborations to be uninterrupted, work for an 
unspecified amount of time.  
 
A potential issue is in enacting this project in the classroom is the added pressures that scaling 
this activity up from two collaborating artists to a classroom full of multiple collaborations taking 
place in the one space. This increase in participation could either negatively or positively impact 
on flow moments. Positively, a larger group may in fact create that unmistakable energy that 
occurs when an entire classroom in in a state of flow.  
 
Alternatively, there is a risk that interruptions from other participants could impede the continuity 
of the lesson and break flow moments. These interruptions have the potential to distract the 
students from implicit mark making and create shifts between implicit and explicit behaviours 
(Dietrich, 2004). Being interrupted during collaborations could also inhibit moments of flow, and 
the classroom can be a noisy place with many students jostling for attention. However, the 
environment does not have to be static, - to counteract this issue, the teacher could enable the 
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students to choose their own comfortable space in which to collaborate, be it on the floor, or 
taking the class outside to give them more space to spread out. As upper secondary students 
generally have more freedom and trust within the school environment, allowing them to find 
their own independent space is another potential reason that this activity would be more 
suitable to older student groups.   
 
Using doodling as a method for students could be beneficial in allowing them to experience an 
increase in flow moments through a decrease in the sometimes stressful expectations of 
producing realistic imagery (Brown 2014). The first half of this exercise, where students would 
be working in collaboration, would be beneficial for sharing method and process between class 
members and would allow for cross-pollination of ways of making. The counterpoint, is that 
there is the real potential for students to perceive this as an activity without artistic merit (as is 
already evident in the comparisons of doodling discussed earlier to work that is child-like, 
sketchy or rough). These concerns would have to be addressed before the activity took place, 
especially to contextualise this as a legitimate art practice and process. One way to do this 
might be to introduce the ideas of the Surrealists and begin with a game of Exquisite Corpse 
(Breton, 1924) which could also involve more collaborators than just two 
 
As with most individual artistic pursuits, this second half of this activity, in which the students 
would be working solo, has the potential to allow for additional moments of incubation time 
(Dinham 2011; Horan, 2009; Leavy, 2008; Sawyer, 2012). This is also because the activity 
favours the process of making over the emphasis on creation of artefacts, and because there 
would be potentially less interruption and moments of self-consciousness present when working 
alone. This additional incubation time could allow for the rumination on problems that exist 
outside of the exercise, and this helps to encourage moments of down-time which is essential 
for creativity (Dinham, 2011; Krashen, 2001; Wallas, 1926). These measures have the potential 
to allow students to create a more comprehensive understanding of what it means to work 
collaboratively.   
 
It is with regards to teaching students that in art making, the process is just as important as the 
product (ACARA, 2014), that this project becomes relevant to contemporary art education.  All 
participants who took part in the in-person project were able to experience focussing on the 
process with lessened regard for the end product. The way the exercises were set up was 
intentional so that no participant would have complete control over the final products of their 
work, and this has the potential to translate to being a valuable tool in helping students let go of 
the fear of failure (Robinson, 2010) and see the benefits of focusing on process over product. 
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Questions for further inquiry, concluding comments, and the overall significance of the thesis 
will be discussed in the following and final section. 
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Chapter 7 - Conclusion 
 
Grounded in a desire to improve creativity in art education, this inquiry began with a solo 
investigation into my artistic practice to better understand the process of doodling, and grew into 
a collaborative exploration of doodling and flow with four participating artists. What became 
apparent in the fledgling stages of this research was that there was a need to draw on several 
disciplines of study, spanning the fields of art, education, business, cognitive psychology and 
neuroscience. Weaving concepts from these sometimes contradictory sources together enabled 
this research to be a critical investigation of the self, others, and the study of self through others.   
 
The process of this investigation wasn’t always smooth, nor straightforward; there were often 
moments of discomfort in deciding which direction to proceed, and these moments became 
especially evident during the data gathering process. Using a/r/tography to frame this study 
allowed for these moments of uncertainty to exist and become a part of the inquiry, without 
requiring a solution be forced to appear before it was willing to reveal itself (Springgay, Irwin & 
Wilson Kind, 2008). A/r/tography also encouraged the examination of how my 
artist/teacher/researcher identities overlap, link and influence each other. The study had its 
roots in my teacher identity. However, as it evolved the focus shifted onto my artistic practices, 
with the researcher identity controlling the focus. In this final chapter I return to the educational 
implications of the study. Although the experience has strengthened my researcher-self and 
artist-self, the teacher within is still alert.    
 
There are notable limitations in this inquiry, including the limited size of the study, which meant 
that the qualitative understandings were often tied to individuals, and the results relevant to 
specific collaborative relationships. Due to the requirement for comparable data sets between 
collaborating artists, and because the inquiry was led by a single researcher, the design of the 
collaborative stage of the research included less participant involvement than was desirable for 
the exploration of a truly collaborative research design (Baugley, 2012). It is important to 
understand that these limitations are due to the fact that this was a qualitative, interpretive 
inquiry. It was never intended to provide findings that could be widely ‘generalised’. The aim 
was to illuminate creative processes and inform teaching and artistic practices rather than 
‘prove’ anything. In this, the project has been successful. 
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Key findings of the research 
 
Doodling 
 
What was clear from the literature included in this research was that doodling has multiple 
interpretations and a variety of applications which are largely dependent on - and dictated by - 
the field of research or artistic practice undertaken. In this research an arts-based interpretation 
was adopted, that was found to be less didactic and more inclusive of the different permutations 
that doodling can take. If the strict, Oxford (2012) dictionary definition of doodling had been 
applied to this research – wherein the process must be mindlessly engaged in – this inquiry 
would have been far more confined in scope, and the outcomes limited due to the issue of 
intentionality playing a more significant role. Intentionality refers to having awareness of 
engagement in an activity, and this has the potential to interfere with the ability of reaching a 
state of flow.  
 
During Stage 1 of this research, the boundaries of what I consider to be doodling were explored 
and defined. In doing so, I came to the understanding that doodling is a continuum, ranging 
from a mindless activity engaged without prior thought; to intentionally undertaking in the 
process of doodling. Doodling as an artistic practice is process driven, and is often encouraged 
by artists engaging in repetitive movements and usually requires a general familiarity with 
materials. In Stage 1 of this research, it became apparent that artistic doodling becomes 
drawing at the point in which the products of the process are consciously prioritised over the 
process of creation. 
 
After working collaboratively with the artists in Stage 2 of this inquiry, it became clear that the 
interpretation of what is artistic doodling differs between individuals; although there are usually 
commonalities between the ways that doodling is utilised. Artists can use doodling as an activity 
to free up their usual practice (Inga Nolan), and also as a process of making finished works 
(Brock Sibley, Cody Joy, & PJ Hawkie). 
 
Creativity and flow 
 
After investigating creativity, flow was identified as one of the key factors that contributes to 
creativity. Flow became one of the main focuses of this research, and was experienced in this 
research in different ways. These experiences were dependant on a few factors, including if 
there was a collaborating artist, the environment the works were created in, and the materials 
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used. During the completion of works created for Stage 1 of the research, sustained moments 
of flow were experienced when I felt most comfortable - when conditions were conducive to 
creating. The flow experienced whilst making these works was familiar, comfortable, and 
relatively easy to procure.  
 
At the beginning of this research, it wasn’t clear if engineering the collaborative art making 
sessions to create flow moments that were enacted in Stage 2 of this inquiry would successfully 
create conditions conducive to flow. Encouragingly, flow was experienced by all artists during 
the collaborative making sessions. It was in the collaboration with Brock that I was able to fully 
suspend my ‘disbelief’ and ended up experiencing the most sustained and engaged flow in 
either stages of the research. This was evidenced in the way that time became irrelevant to both 
of us when we ‘lost ourselves’ in the work. It was during the collaboration with Brock that 
artificial restrictions (such as time and material restrictions) placed on the collaborations were 
stretched. Allowing these arbitrary restrictions to be relaxed created fertile ground for flow to 
gain traction. 
 
What was discovered through this process was that this experience with Brock wasn’t able to be 
easily replicated. In eagerness to recreate the genuine, surprisingly intense, experience of flow 
with Brock, I approached the subsequent collaboration with Inga with a heightened set of 
expectations. This approach meant that the intentions of creating this work shifted from being 
focused on seeking moments of flow through the natural process of making, to forcing the 
process to become similar to that experienced with Brock (by bullishly using all the materials 
provided with abandon). Inadvertently, by trying to recreate the same experience that I had with 
Brock, I didn’t approach the collaboration with Inga in an open way that would have allowed us 
to find our own rhythm, and our own version of flow. This resulted in an unexpected and 
somewhat inauthentic experience when compared with that experienced with Brock.  
 
The difference in expected vs. actual outcomes evidenced in all collaborations indicates that 
there was what Bray et al., (2000) considers to be a “genuine experience” - which is described 
as being “always negative in the sense that something experienced as being not what it is 
supposed to be” (Bray et al., 2000, p. 23). Sustained flow is something that once experienced is 
impossible to forget - everything else pales in comparison. Upon reflection, it is understandable 
that I would seek to recreate the intense experience of flow that occurred in collaboration with 
Brock. But as is evidenced by the differences in flow moments experienced between 
collaborations in Stage 2 of this research, there are multiple variables that influence flow 
moments; flow is not consistent, and it is often elusive. As many scholars have stated 
previously, flow is the ultimate human experience (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, 1996, 1997; Dietrich, 
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2004; Jeffrey & Craft, 2004; Sawyer, 2012) and it is something I will continue to seek in my art 
practice individually and with others.  
 
While Csikszentmihalyi, (1971) suggests that the capacity of flow can be increased through 
training, the conditions of this research did not allow this particular outcome to be investigated. 
However, the outcomes of my research did reinforce the suggestion that flow moments can be 
encouraged through a combination of goal-setting, with an appropriate activity choice and skill 
level (Csikszentmihalyi, 1971). 
 
One of the more predictable outcomes from this research was the confirmation that having 
artists work in collaboration increases creativity through the joint exploration of new information 
(Baguley, 2007). The way the works became a negotiation between artists that come together 
to form new work, resulted in the creation of imagery that would not have been made by the 
artists individually. What was surprising was the way that the sets of artworks created in each 
collaborative relationship sometimes diverged completely from both artist’s normal practice (as 
evidenced in Work 4, figure 25, completed with Cody). This shift in practice indicates that 
collaboration may increase risk-taking behaviour when creating art works, and also has the 
potential to create new and surprising results which is a necessary component of creativity 
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, 1996, 1997; Sawyer, 2012). 
 
Collaboration 
 
A noteworthy outcome of this research was the way that this research created flow through 
critical exchange within collaborative relationships. This exchange of creativity is evidenced by 
the collaborating artist’s influence on my artistic style; and is most discernible in the artistic 
influence that working with Brock had on my own practice, and the way it permeated through to 
the collaboration with Inga. This flow of artistic influence between the collaborations became 
evident as each artist connected and responded to a different way of mark-making. 
Unintentionally I brought the influences of each previous collaboration to the subsequent 
collaborations, creating a somewhat muddied approach on the third collaboration with Inga. The 
influence of Brock on my own way of making indicates that a heightened flow state may have a 
stronger influence on subsequent behavioural changes.      
 
Stage 2 of this research also revealed that collaborating is a powerful tool for instigating 
changes in the way artists approach their practice. This change in practice was evidenced in the 
form of increased production by individuals (Brock, Cody, Inga, and myself), to a difference in 
 193 
 
way the process of making was approached (Cody and myself). The impact for most of the 
participating artists in this study was temporary (<3 months in duration), but nonetheless 
palpable. Continued collaboration may be one way to extend this sphere of influence for a 
longer period of time. 
 
Artistic collaboration also has the potential to influence the relationships of those who engage in 
it. In the context of this research, the effect of collaborating on relationships was positive; in that 
it strengthened the bonds between us as artists, and provided ongoing avenues for future 
collaborative practice and support. However, this positive outcome can also be attributed to the 
trusting relationships which already existed between myself and the majority of the participants. 
In other circumstances, with a different group of less-familiar people, the outcomes may not be 
as fruitful, but also have the potential to create surprising and creative outcomes.  
 
Linking unknown artistic practices and approaches has the potential for collaboration to become 
a negative influence. Negative outcomes were avoided in this study, due to the willingness of 
participants to stretch their creativity and trust in the process. Lack of communication, loss of 
interest and premature withdrawal from the project were some of these issues that were 
avoided. It became apparent that these potential issues can occur in any collaborative venture, 
and it is important to understand that collaborative endeavours can be risky for the reasons 
mentioned above. 
 
This research drew together a small, yet significant community of artists and was built upon 
their goodwill. This goodwill, which was demonstrated through the commitment and 
encouragement by the collaborating artists, is a reflection of the way that the creative process 
can unite through the act of sharing process and experiences. The community of artists created 
through participating in this research could potentially identify themselves as a/r/tographers - if 
they so choose - as they enacted the roles of artist, researcher and teacher by partaking in this 
study. Most of the participating artists find themselves in working roles as art educators in 
traditional and non-traditional educational settings, and were able to reflect on the educational 
implications of this research which are summarised in the following section.   
 
Educational applications 
 
Creativity is not only vital for the future of human endeavour (Robinson, 2006), it is also 
becoming a recognised and valued commodity (FYA, 2015; Grierson, 2011). One of the major 
constraints of attempting to teach for creativity in established education systems includes the 
focus our current education system has on ‘teaching for the product’ (in the Australian context, 
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NAPLAN), rather than developing skills associated with creativity which are often native to 
process driven learning (Clifford, 2011). This current reliance on memory-based learning is 
potentially detrimental to teaching for decision based learning and creativity (Clifford, 2011; 
Robinson, 2009, 2011).    
 
This research, while applicable to an arts classroom, only addresses a narrow fragment of the 
need to teach for creativity, and its findings are mostly applicable to the arts disciplines. 
However, there is a real potential for doodling to be championed as an activity to stimulate 
moments of flow in and outside the arts classroom. As an arts activity, doodling can relieve 
participants of the need to produce work that is representationally accurate, and it is this 
suspension of the critical-self that helps to initiate flow moments and creativity to occur.  
 
Doodling in collaboration has the potential to strengthen trust, and aid in improving 
communication skills thorough participants negotiating with mark-making. It also broadens the 
scope of those able to collaborate, by accommodating differing ability levels among participants.   
The understandings about the way that collaboration functions and the results of collaboration 
on relationships and how it can encourage new knowledge creation and understanding may 
have broader applications in the wider school curriculum.   
 
The experience of flow being more actualised in the collaboration with Brock than with any of 
the other collaborations and solo works, indicates there may be potential issues in bringing this 
exercise into the classroom. The administrative and governance constraints of mainstream 
schools result in constraints placed on all educators working within the system. These 
constraints include rigid schedules, the tumultuous relationships between young people, and 
sometimes unsuitable environments with limited supplies. Understanding these limitations is 
something that must be acknowledged to appreciate the implications of what has been learned 
from the study.  
 
For there to be a more balanced approach to the school curriculum, there is a strong need to 
continue research into ways to facilitate and promote creativity in all areas of education. This 
research shows that working collaboratively to enhance creativity shows promise as an avenue 
for future research directions.       
 
 
 
 
 195 
 
Future directions of investigation 
 
Flow can be elusive, and when it does eventuate, it often arrives in waves of intensity and 
duration. During the collaborative stage of this research, the experience of flow moments 
differed between each of the collaborating artists. There were variables, such as the 
environment and materials that contributed to these differences. One of the main outcomes of 
this research suggests that sustained flow can be enhanced when implicit, or process-type 
behaviour is activated through activities such as doodling and repetitive mark-making - and this 
can be enhanced by the collaborative process.  
 
The investigation of doodling as an implicit practice that can be consciously engaged in would 
be an interesting collaborative study between the fields of cognitive neuroscience and fine art. 
Recruiting artists to consciously engage in doodling whilst in an fRMI machine may have 
interesting potential to further investigate the way doodling is enacted in the brain, and how 
creativity and moments of flow are experienced across different participant groups. However, 
the requirements for patients to remain motionless during these sessions mean that the process 
of gathering data is functionally prohibitive with the limitations of current technology. A potential 
alternative to using fRMI, is functional Near-Infrared Spectroscopy (fNIRS), which would allow 
for a greater range of participant movement. 
 
Enacting a collaborative exercise in the classroom and contrasting it with a looser, freer 
collaboration would be a potential way to appreciate the educational implications of this 
research. If the more flexible style of working - similar to the collaborations which were 
completed with Cody and Brock - resulted in more moments of flow occurring with participants, 
then the implications would suggest that a more student-centred approach impacts positively on 
creativity in the classroom. Allowing students to dictate the terms of the collaborative process 
may also help to address the somewhat differing opinions on how to increase creativity in the 
classroom; would carefully scaffolded class allow for greater creativity through calculated 
control over outcomes and process (as suggested by Robinson, 2009); or as Baguley (2007) 
suggests, would the freedom to influence the collaborations equally - as with a peer group - 
have better outcomes for creativity and increased moments of flow?  
 
Each of the participating artists in this study has indicated a desire to collaborate again in the 
future. The prospect of future collaborations is not only appealing but also feasible. Any future 
collaboration would need to be have more democratic underpinnings - with allowances for give 
and take between collaborators - and more equitable input into project design. This further 
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collaboration could be driven by artistic and/or researcher identities: If the collaborations were 
driven primarily by research rather than artistic identities, there may be altered outcomes due to 
research constraints. For example, due to the ethical limitations of this study, there was a need 
to keep the time contributed by the collaborators to a minimum; as a consequence, this project 
had to be restricted in it breadth. However, there is scope to revisit this activity with less 
restrictive timeframes and environmental conditions.  
 
In addition to collaborating over a longer timeframe with more sustained collaborative 
experiences, and with a larger group of collaborators, Hawkie suggested digital collaboration as 
an avenue worthy of further investigation. The prospect of experimenting, reinforcing and 
researching new ways of creating could be generated through more frequent or regular 
collaborations - perhaps even fortnightly. This increased frequency may allow artists to share 
more of their creativity, and this sustained act of collaboration may have a similar questioning 
effect on the artistic processes and style that working with Brock had with me. 
 
One of the main understandings that emerged from this research is that my initial resolve to 
align my classroom practice with my studio practice is unlikely to be totally achieved. There are 
fundamental differences between how I practice artmaking in the studio and how it can be 
enacted in the classroom. Some of these differences are the limitations placed on setting, 
timetabling, scalability, and curriculum demands. There will always be a need to seek out better 
classroom practice, and unpacking the way that I experience flow and creativity in conjunction 
with the collaborating artists in this inquiry will hopefully have provided a valuable tool for those 
seeking to encourage creativity in the classroom.   
 
This research inquiry wasn’t simple, and it certainly wasn’t straightforward. During each stage of 
the research, competing identities were jostling for dominance. There was a fierce internal battle 
trying to decide which approach would work best for each section, and stage of the project. 
Often due to the nature of this inquiry, the identity of researcher ended up victorious. In the 
beginning, my strongest identities were artist and teacher, yet it became clear through this 
journey that the researcher identity had become an integral part of how I viewed my art making 
and teaching practice. Eventually, a negotiation of approaches became necessary between 
these identities and rather than simply aligning my identities with each other as was initially 
envisioned, a critical exchange took place between them.  
 
The identities of artist/researcher/teacher are intertwined, and when one is enacted in isolation, 
there is tension created on those identity strands left dormant. This tension is similar to muscles 
being stretched, breaking and tearing apart. This process has the potential to be damaging – 
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but once the dust settles, there is a strengthened understanding and flexibility between 
identities. My a/r/tographical identities may never exist in complete harmony, but it is this 
tension which allows for growth and understanding.  
 
What became increasingly evident through this research journey, is that there is an important 
distinction between emphasising the artistic process versus the final product. The distinction 
between product and process has important pedagogical implications, including shifting the 
teaching focus from producing exhibitable artefacts2, to valuing the process and experience of 
making. In shifting away from the production of artefacts, assessment must also align with this 
by potentially moving from summative assessment to formative assessment – that is during 
class – or even reducing or removing the need for continual assessment. This is a change 
towards recognising, appreciating and valuing the process itself, as in conventional educational 
terms if it’s not assessed it doesn’t matter. However, this research suggests the importance of 
formative ‘assessment’ not merely of the emerging product, but of the generative process itself. 
 
Collaborative doodling is a process that is akin to having a conversation in mark-making. Having 
this conversation demands patience, trust, respect and goodwill between participants. It is this 
conversational element of the activity that has the potential to encourage students to learn to 
negotiate space and style, and help relieve students of the sometimes heavy burden of seeking 
perfection in their own art practice. It is important that we honour this importance of process in 
our pedagogy, as it allows for deeper connections between students and allows students the 
freedom to fail in a supported environment. The outcomes of this research have implications 
beyond doodling; the principles discussed here are applicable in other educational contexts and 
activities.  
 
Enacting a collaborative doodling project in the arts classroom has the potential to be an 
effective tool for teachers that are seeking to enhance student understanding of the importance 
of process over product. This type of collaborative process may help students to first identify 
what flow is, and also encourage them to seek flow moments more often in their arts practice – 
and in their lives more generally. This activity also has the potential to contribute to the 
paradigm shift that is required in education to move away from measuring learning through 
assessing product, to experiencing learning by celebrating the engagement in process.  
                                                          
2 Although there is a reduced capacity for the production of exhibitable artefacts when doodling collaboratively, it 
must be noted that there is still the capacity to produce artefacts of quality - especially when professional artists 
engage in this process. However, production of these artefacts is not necessary for successful implementation of this 
activity.  
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Failure to comply with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 
Research (2007) and with the conditions of approval will result in 
suspension or withdrawal of approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 200 
 
References 
 
Adoniou, M. (2013). Drawing to support writing development in English language  
learners. Language & Education: An International Journal, 27(3), 261-277.  
 
Ainsworth, S., Prain, V., & Tytler, R. (2011). Drawing to learn in science. Science, 333(6046),  
1096-1097. 
 
Allen, J., & Garnicnig, B. (2014). Art Papers (research by E. Friedman), July/August. Retrieved   
2nd September 2014 retrieved from http://www.myholynacho.net/. 
 
Andrade, J. (2010). What does doodling do? Applied Cognitive Psychology, 24,100-106. 
 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. (2014). Shape of the Australian  
curriculum: The arts. Sydney. Retrieved from http://www.acara.edu.au 
 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. (2014). Visual Arts Curriculum.  
The Arts. Sydney. Retrieved from: http://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au 
 
Baer, J., Kaufman, J. C., & Plucker, J. A. (2008). Essentials of creativity assessment.  
Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Bagnall, R. G. (2007). Some conditions for creative partnerships in education. Paper  
presented at the Philosophy of Education Society of Australasia, Museum of New 
Zealand, Te Papa Tongarewa, Wellington, New Zealand. Retrieved from 
https://pesa.org.au/images/papers/2007-papers/bagnall2007.pdf 
 
Baguley, M. (2007). Partnership or perish: A study of artistic collaborations (Unpublished  
doctoral dissertation). University of Tasmania, Launceston, Australia. 
 
Balter, M. (2002). Oldest art. From a modern human's brow--or doodling?. Science, 295, 247- 
249.  
 
Baran, M. (2010). Teaching multi-methodology research courses to doctoral students.  
International Journal of Multiple Research Approaches, 4(1), 19-27. 
 
Barone, T. (2008). Arts-Based Research. In L. Given (Ed.). The Sage Encyclopedia of  
Qualitative Research Methods. (pp. 29-33). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.  
 
Barone, T., & Eisner, E. W. (2012). Arts based research. London: Sage Publications. 
 
Biasutti, M. L. (2009). Dimensions of Music Improvisation. Creativity Research  
Journal, 21(2/3), 232-242. 
 
 
 201 
 
Bickel, B. (2005). From Artist to A/r/tographer: An Autoethnographic Ritual Inquiry into Writing  
on the Body. Journal of Curriculum & Pedagogy [serial online], 2(2), 8-17. 
 
Birenbaum, M., Kimron, H., & Shilton, H. (2011). Nested contexts that shape assessment for  
learning: School-based professional learning community and classroom culture. Studies 
in Educational Evaluation, 37(1), 35-48. 
 
Birla, M. (2014). Unleashing creativity and innovation: nine lessons from nature for enterprise  
growth and career success. Hoboken, N.J. : J. Wiley & Sons, c2014. 
 
Bishop, C. (2005). The social turn: collaboration and its discontents. Artforum, 44(6), 178. 
 
Bharucha, R. (2007). The Limits of the Beyond. Third Text, 21(4), 397-416. 
 
Blackwell, T. M., & Jefferies, J. A. (2005). A sound you can touch. Proceedings of Generative  
Arts Practice. (pp 125-133). Sydney Australia: Creativity and Cognition Studios Press. 
 
Blackwell, T. M., & Jefferies, J. A. (2006). Collaboration: a personal report. Codesign, 2(4),  
259-263.  
 
Blanchard, Z. J. (2010). Creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship : keys to the future of  
human society. Goldenrod, FL : Needle Rat Press, 2010 
 
Bochner, A., & Ellis, C. (Eds.) (2002). Ethnographically Speaking: Autoethnography, Literature  
and Aesthetics. Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 4(2), 181-183. 
 
Bourriard, N. (1998). Relational aesthetics. Dijon: Les presses duréel. 
 
Bray J. N., Lee, J., Smith, L. & Yorks, L. (2000). Collaborative inquiry in practice: Action,  
reflection, and making meaning. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Breton, A. (1924). Manifeste du surre´ alisme [Manifesto of Surrealism]. Paris: Sagittaire. 
 
Brock, C. (1983). Breaking the Failure Barrier. Australian Journal of Reading, 6(3), 105-07. 
 
Broussine, M. (2008). Drawings and Art. In M. Broussine, M. Beeby, R. French, L. Grisoni,  
P. Kirk, M. Page, & P. Simpson (Eds.), Creative Methods in Organizational 
Research. (pp. 71-92). London, England: Sage Publications Ltd.  
 
Brown, S. (2011). Doodlers unite! [Video file]. Retrieved from http://www.ted.com/  
 
Brown, S. (2014). The doodle revolution: Unlock the power to think differently [self published]. 
 
Bullough, R. V., & Pinnegar, S. (2001). Guidelines for Quality in Autobiographical forms of Self- 
Study Research. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 13-21. 
 
 202 
 
Burnard, P. (2008) Editorial: The impact of productive tensions between policy and practice on  
creativity in education. UNESCO Observatory E-Journal, Multi-Disciplinary Research in 
the Arts, 1(3), 1-6.  
 
Buscaglia, L. (1982). Love. New York : Fawcett Crest, 1978.  
 
Carney, L. (2010). Ecology and the Ethics and Aesthetics of Collaboration: The Case of Nine  
Mile Run. Revue D'art Canadienne / Canadian Art Review, 35(1), 63–72.  
 
Carter, M., Beare, D., Belliveau, G., & Irwin, R. L. (2011). A/r/tography as Pedagogy: A Promise  
without Guarantee. Canadian Review of Art Education: Research and Issues, 17-32. 
 
Chilvers, I. (2004). The Oxford dictionary of art (3rd ed.). New York: Oxford University Press. 
  
Clandinin, D. J., Glanfield, F., Caine, V., Schaefer, L., Lessard, S., & Chung, S. (2010).  
Potentials and possibilities of collaborative research. Shvilei Mehkar, 17, 20-41. 
 
Clarke, M., & Clarke, D. (2010). Automatism. In The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Art Terms. 
Oxford University Press. Retrieved from http://www.oxfordreference.com 
 
Claxton, G., & Lucas, B. (2004). Be creative: essential steps to revitalize your work and life.  
London : BBC Books, 2004. 
 
Clifford, R. (2011). Food, water, shelter, fresh air...and stories: Teachers’ creative writing in the  
classroom. And stories: teachers’ creative writing in the classroom (Unpublished 
masters’ thesis), Victoria University, Melbourne, Australia. 
 
Collins, R. (2010). Getting it right: Standardised testing and educational improvement. Teacher:  
The National Education Magazine, Oct, 26-32. 
 
Cousin, G. (2005). Case study research. Journal of Geography in Higher Education, 29(3),  
421-427. 
 
Craft, A. (2003). The limits to creativity in education: Dilemmas for the educator. British  
Journal Of Educational Studies. 51(2), 113-127. 
 
Craft, A. (2008) Studying collaborative creativity: Implications for education. Thinking Skills  
and Creativity. 3(3), 241-245. 
 
Cronin, B. (2012). Collaboration in Art and in Science: Approaches to Attribution, Authorship, 
and Acknowledgment. Information & Culture. 47(1), 18-37. 
 
Crosling, G., Heagney, M., & Thomas, L. (2009). Improving Student Retention in Higher  
Education: Improving Teaching and Learning. Australian Universities' Review. 51(2), 9-
18. 
 
 203 
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1988a). Motivation and creativity: Toward a synthesis of structural and  
energistic approaches to cognition. New Ideas in Psychology. 6(2), 159-176.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi , M. (1988b). Society, culture, and person: A systems view of creativity. In R.  
J. Sternberg (Ed.) The nature of creativity. (pp 325-339). New York: Cambridge 
University Press.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience. New York: Harper  
Collins.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1993). Does over inclusiveness equal creativity?. Psychological Inquiry,  
4(2), 188-189.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1996). Creativity. New York: Harper Collins.  
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Creativity, flow and the psychology of discovery and invention.  
New York: Harper Collins. 
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. & Getzels, J. W. (1971). Discovery-oriented behavior and the originality  
of creative products: A study with artists. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 19, 47-52. 
 
Csikszentmihalyi, M., & Rich, G. (1997). Musical Improvisation: A Systems Approach. In R. K.  
Sawyer (Ed.), Creativity in Performance. (pp. 43-66). New York: Ablex Publishing 
Corporation. 
  
Danysz, M. (2010). From style writing to art: A Street art anthology. Italy: Drago. 
 
Dave the Chimp, (2010). Street Art Doodle Book: Outside the Lines. Great Britain: Laurence  
King Publishing. 
 
De Eça, T. T., Pardiñas, M. A., & Trigo, C. (2012). Transforming practices and inquiry in  
between arts, arts education and research. International Journal of Education Through  
Art, 8(2), 183-190. 
 
De Bono, E. (1967). The Use of Lateral Thinking. Jonathan Cape: London. 
 
De Bono, E. (1985). Six thinking hats. Boston : Little, Brown, c1985. 
 
De Bono, E. (1992). Serious creativity : using the power of lateral thinking to create new  
ideas. New York, N.Y. : HarperBusiness, c1992. 
 
De Bono, E. (1993). Teach your child how to think. London : Penguin Books, 1993 
De Bono, E. (1990). Lateral thinking : a textbook of creativity. London : Penguin, 1990,  
c1970. 
 
 204 
 
Deck, F. (2004). Reciprocal expertise, Third Text, 18(6), 617-632. 
 
Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (1993). A Thousand Plateaus. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota  
Press 
 
Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and education. New York: Macmillan & Co. 
 
Diener, C. I., & Dweck, C. S. (1978). An analysis of learned helplessness: Continuous  
changes in performance, strategy, and achievement cognitions following failure. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology. 36, 451-462. 
 
Diener, C. I., & Dweck, C. S. (1980). An analysis of learned helplessness: II. The    
processing of success. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 39, 940-952. 
 
Dietrich, A. (2004). Neurocognitive mechanisms underlying the experience of flow.    
Consciousness and Cognition, 13(4), 746-761. 
 
Dietrich, A., & Kanso, R. (2010). A Review of EEG, ERP, and Neuroimaging Studies of  
Creativity and Insight. Psychological Bulletin, 5, 822-848. 
 
Dinham, J. (2011). Delivering authentic arts education. Australia: Cengage Learning. 
 
Dinkelman, T. (2003). Self-study in teacher education: A means and ends tool for promoting  
reflective teaching. Journal of Teacher Education, 54(1), 6-18. 
 
Doodling [Def 1]. (2012). In Oxford Dictionaries Online. Retrieved from  
https://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/doodle 
 
Doodling [Def 1]. (2012). In Cambridge Dictionaries Online. Retrieved from 
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/british/doodle?q=doodling 
 
Dorn, C. M., Madeja, S. S., & Sabol, F. R. (2011). Assessing expressive learning: A practical  
guide for teacher-directed authentic assessment in K-12 visual arts education. United 
Kingdom: Routledge. 
 
Douglas, K. (n.d.). Signals and Signs. Qualitative Inquiry, 18(6), 525-532. 
 
Downey, A. (2009). An Ethics of Engagement: Collaborative Art Practices and the Return of  
the Ethnographer. Third Text. 23(5), 593-603. 
 
Dweck, C. S. (2005). Handbook of competence and motivation. Covington. New York: Guilford  
Press. 
 
Eisenberg, E. M. (1990). Jamming: Transcendence through organizing. Communication  
Research, 17(2), 139 – 164. 
 
 205 
 
Eisner, E. W. (Ed.) (1971). Confronting curriculum reform. Boston: Little Brown. 
 
Eisner, E. W. (c1982). Cognition and curriculum: a basis for deciding what to teach. New York:  
Longman. 
 
Eisner, E. W. (2002a). The arts and the creation of mind. New Haven: Yale University Press. 
 
Eisner, E. W. (2002b). The kind of schools we need. Phi Delta Kappan, 83(8), 576-83 
 
Eisner, E. W. (2002c). What can education learn from the arts about the practice of   
education?. The encyclopedia of informal education. Retrieved from http://www.infed.org 
 
Eisner, E. W. (2003). Artistry in education. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,  
47(3). 373-384 
 
Eisner, E. W. (2005a). Reimagining schools: Selected works of Elliot Eisner. Hoboken, New  
Jersey: Taylor & Francis Ltd.  
 
Eisner, E. W. (2005b). Opening a shuttered window: An introduction to a special section on the  
arts and intellect. Phi Delta Kappa, 87(1), 8-10. 
 
Ellis, C., Adams, T., & Bochner, A. (2010). Autoethnography: An Overview. Forum Qualitative  
Sozialforschung, 12(1). Retrieved from http://www.qualitative research.net/index. 
php/fqs/article/view/1589/3096 
 
El-Murad, J., & West, D. C. (2004). The definition and measurement of creativity: what do we  
know? Journal of Advertising Research, 44, 188-201.  
 
Eubanks, P. K. (1997). Art is a visual language. Visual Arts Research, 23, 31-35. 
 
Ewing, R. (2012). The Imperative of an Arts-Led Curriculum: Lessons from Research: Keynote  
Address, DELVE Drama Australia Conference Brisbane. NJ, 36(1), 7-14. 
 
Ewing, R., & Australian Council for Educational Research. (2010). The Arts and Australian  
Education: Realising potential (Australian education review no. 58). Camberwell, Vic.:  
ACER Press. 
 
Feuerring, J. (2012) Streets Ahead. Drum Media, Sydney. [J. Miller, interview] 1194, 48.  
 
Firestien, R. L., Murdock, M. C. & Isaksen, S. G. (1993). Understanding and recognizing  
creativity. U.S.A: Greenwood Publishing Group.  
 
Franz, J. M. (2005). Arts-based research in design education. Paper presented at the AQR  
Conference, Melbourne, Australia. 
 
Friedman, E. (2014). PROCESS PROCESSES. Art Papers Magazine, 39(4), 32-35. 
 206 
 
Friend, M., & Cook, L. (2003). Interactions : collaboration skills for school professionals.  
Boston; London: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Getzels, J. W. (1975). Problem-finding and the inventiveness of solutions. Journal of Creative  
Behavior, 9, 12–18. 
 
Giaimo-Ballard, C., & Hyatt, L. (2012). Reflection-in-Action Teaching Strategies Used by  
Faculty to Enhance Teaching and Learning. Networks: An Online Journal For Teacher 
Research, 14(2), 1-11. 
 
Gillham, B. (2005). Case study research methods. London: Continum. 
 
Glăveanu, V. P. (2011) How are we creative together? Comparing sociocognitive and  
sociocultural answers. Theory & psychology, 21(4), 473-492. 
 
Gleick, J. (1987). Chaos : making a new science. New York, N.Y., U.S.A. : Viking 
 
Gouzouasis, P., Irwin, R. L., Miles, E., & Gordon, A. (2013). Commitments to a Community of  
Artistic Inquiry: Becoming Pedagogical through A/r/tography in Teacher 
Education. International Journal of Education & the Arts, 14(1/2), 1-23.  
 
Grebennikov, L., & Shah, M. (2012). Investigating Attrition Trends in Order to Improve Student  
Retention. Quality Assurance in Education: An International Perspective, (3), 223-236. 
 
Green, C., (2004) Group soul, Third Text, 18(6), 595-608. 
 
Grierson, E. M. (2006) Creativity, Culture and Identity: Questions of art and art education in a  
global knowledge economy. In Politics, Business and Education: The aims of education 
in the Twenty-First Century, PESA Philosophy of Education Society of Australasia 35th 
Annual PESA Conference Refereed Proceedings, University of Sydney NSW, 23-26 
November 2006. 
 
Grierson, E. M. (2011). Art and Creativity in the Global Economies of Education. Educational  
Philosophy and Theory, (4), 336-350. 
 
Grossen, M. (2008). Methods for studying collaborative creativity: An original and adventurous  
blend. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 3, 246-249. 
 
Guilford, J.P. (1950). Creativity. American Psychologist, 5, 444-454. 
 
Guilford, J. P. (1959). Three faces of intellect. American Psychologist, 14, 469-479. 
 
Guilford, J. P. (1986). Creative talents: Their nature, uses and development. Buffalo,  
NY: Bearly. 
 
 
 207 
 
Hannigan, S. (2012). A/r/tography and Place Ontology. Visual Arts Research, 38(2) Univeristy  
of Illinois Press.  
 
Hanvey, N., (2013). Love Me Doodle: is doodling good for our brains. Metro. Retrieved from:  
http://metro.co.uk/2013/01/30/love-me-doodle-is-doodling-good-for-our-brains-3371766/ 
 
Heron, J. (2010). Performing in the spaces between: an A/r/tographic inquiry into practice  
(Unpublished Doctoral dissertation). The University of Ballarat Arts Academy, Ballarat, 
Australia.  
 
Hillseth, M. (2013). Reticent Doodle (Unpublished Masters’ thesis). Claremont Graduate  
University, Claremont, United States of America. 
 
Hoffman, W. (1976). Hundertwasser. Austria: Rizzoli International Publications.  
 
Horan, R. (2007). The Relationship Between Creativity and Intelligence: A Combined Yogic- 
Scientific Approach. Creativity Research Journal, 19(2-3), 179-202. 
 
Horan, R. (2009). The Neuropsychological Connection Between Creativity and Meditation.  
Creativity Research Journal, 21(2-3), 199-222. 
 
Houtz, J. C., & Speedie, S. M. (1978). Processes underlying divergent thinking and problem  
solving. Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 848-854. 
 
Irwin, R. L. (2004). Unfolding Aesthetic In/Sights between Curriculum and Pedagogy. Journal  
of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 1(2), 43-48. 
 
Irwin, R. L. (2007, February, 16-17). Studio Practice as a State of Mind: A/r/tographic  
Commitments as a Way of Being and Becoming (keynote address). Studio Pedagogy 
Symposium. National Institute for Creative Arts and Industries, University of Auckland, 
New Zealand. 
 
Irwin, R. L. (2008) Communities of A/r/tographic practice. In S. Springgay, R. L. Irwin, C Leggo  
& P Gouzouasis (Eds.). Being with A/r/tography (p. 71-80). Rotterdam: Sense. 
 
Irwin, R. L. (2013). The Creation of Mind through Art Education. Journal of Curriculum and  
Pedagogy, 10(2), 136-139. 
 
Irwin, R. L., Beer, R., Springgay, S., Grauer, K., Xiong, G., & Bickel, B. (2006). The Rhizomatic  
Relations of A/r/tography. Studies in Art Education: A Journal of Issues and Research in 
Art Education, 48(1), 70-88.  
 
Irwin, R. L., Bickel, B., Triggs, V., Springgay, S., Beer, R., Grauer, K., & Sameshima, P., (2009).  
The City of Richgate: A/r/tographic Cartography as Public Pedagogy. International 
Journal of Art & Design Education, 28(1), 61-70. 
 
 208 
 
Isaksen, S. G., & Dorval, K. B. (1993a). Toward an improved understanding of creativity within  
people: The level-style distinction. In S. G. Isaksen, M. C. Murdock, R. L. Firestien  
(Eds.), Understanding and recognizing creativity: The emergence of a discipline (pp. 
299-330). Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex. 
 
Jauk, E., Benedek, M., & Neubauer, A. C. (2012). Tackling creativity at its roots: Evidence for  
different patterns of EEG alpha activity related to convergent and divergent modes of 
task processing. International Journal of Psychophysiology, 84(2), 219-225.  
 
Jeffrey, B. (2006). Creative teaching and learning: towards a common discourse and practice.  
Cambridge Journal Of Education, 36(3), 399-414. 
 
Jeffrey, B., & Craft, A. (2004). Teaching creatively and teaching for creativity: distinctions and  
relationships. Educational Studies, 30(1), pp. 77-87. 
 
Jin, S. (2011). “I Feel Present. Therefore, I Experience Flow:” A Structural Equation Modeling  
Approach to Flow and Presence in Video Games. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic 
Media, 55(1), 114-136. 
 
Jobson, C., (2012). This is What Happens When You Give Thousands of Stickers to  
Thousands of Kids. Retrieved from: http://www.thisiscolossal.com/2012/01/yayoi-
kusama-obiliteration-room/  
 
John-Steiner, V. (2000). Creative collaboration. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Kao, J. J. (1989). Entrepreneurship, creativity & organization : text, cases & readings.  
Englewood Cliffs, NJ : Prentice Hall, c1989. 
 
Kao, J. J. (1991). The entrepreneurial organization. Englewood Cliffs, N.J. : Prentice Hall,  
c1991 
 
Kelley, J. ‘Common Work’ in Mapping the Terrain, New Genre Public Art, ed. by S. Lacy.  
Seattle, 1995, p.140 
 
Kemmis, S. (2009). Action research as a practice-based practice. Educational Action  
Research, 17(3), 463-474. 
 
Kemmis, S. (2010). What is to be done? The place of action research. Educational Action  
Research, 18(4), 417-427. 
 
Kinsman, J. (2002). The Art of Collaboration. National Gallery of Australia, Canberra.  
 
Knowleton, B. (2013). Getting to Flow. A-List Apart, Business, Creativity and Project  
Management. 303. Retrieved from: http://alistapart.com/article/getting-to-flow 
 
 
 209 
 
Knowles, J., & Cole, A. (2008). Arts-Informed Research. In Lisa M. Given (Ed.),The Sage  
Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods. (pp. 33-37). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications, Inc. 
 
Krashen, S. (2001). Incubation: A Neglected Aspect of the Composing Process?. ESL Journal  
4(2): 10-11. 
 
Kress, T. M. (2011). Critical praxis research: Breathing new life into research methods for  
teachers (Vol. 19). Springer Science & Business Media. 
 
Krumboltz, J. D., & Worthington, R. L. (1999). The School-to-Work Transition From a Learning  
Theory Perspective. Career Development Quarterly, 47(4), 312-325. 
 
Kumaran, A., Jauhar, S. K., & Basu, S. (2012). Doodling: A Gaming Paradigm for Generating  
Language Data. Human Computation Workshop. Retrieved from  
http://www.aclweb.org/website/old_anthology/C/C14/C14-1117.pdf 
 
Kushner, M. S. (2010). Donald Saff: Art in Collaboration. Munich: Prestel. 
 
Lacy, S., ed. 1995. Mapping the Terrain: New Genre Public Art, Seattle: Bay Press. 
 
Land, G., & Jarman, B., (c1992). Breakpoint and beyond: mastering the future -today.  
Champaign, Ill: HarperBusiness. 
 
Leavy, P. (2008). Method meets art: arts-based research practice. New York: Guilford Press. 
 
Leggo, C., Sinner, A., Irwin, R., Pantaleo, K., Gouzouasis, P., & Grauer, K. (2011). Lingering in  
liminal spaces: A/r/tography as living inquiry in a language arts class. International 
Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 24(2), 239-256. 
 
Littleton, K., Rojas-Drummond, S., & Miell, D. (2008). Introduction to the special issue:  
‘Collaborative creativity: Socio-cultural perspectives’, Thinking Skills and Creativity, 3(3), 
175-176. 
 
Lockyer, S. (2008). Qualitative Research, History of. In Lisa M. Given (Ed.) The Sage  
Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods. (pp. 707-712). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Loughran, J. J., & Brubaker, N. (2015). Working with a critical friend: A self-study of executive  
coaching. Studying Teacher Education, 11(3), 255-271. 
 
Lymburner, J., (2004). Interwoven threads: Theory, practice, and research coming together. In  
R.Irwin, & A. de Cosson (Eds.), A/r/tography: Rendering self through arts-based living 
inquiry (pp. 75-88). Vancouver: Pacific Educational Press. 
 
 
 210 
 
MacKinnon, D. (1965). Personality and the realization of creative potential. American  
Psychologist, 20, 273–281. 
 
Maclagan, D., & Ebooks Corporation. (2013). Line Let Loose Scribbling, Doodling and  
Automatic Drawing. London: Reaktion Books. 
 
Malet, R. M. (1999). Fundacio Joan Miro Guidebook. Spain: Skira Carroggio. 
 
Mallos, M. (2012). Collaboration is the Key. Journal of Museum Education, 37(1), 69-80. 
 
Manousakis, M., (2013). Defining a Collective/Collaborative Cross Arts Production from the  
Scope of the Independent Arts Producer. Retrieved from: 
http://demontfortleicester.academia.edu/ManolisManousakis 
 
March, D. (2011). On Collaboration. Ctrl P: Journal of Contemporary Art [Online], Art Source, 
16, 5-8. Retrieved from http://www.ctrlp--artjournal.org 
 
Martin, S. (2007). Critique of Relational Aesthetics, Third Text, 21(4), 369-386.  
 
Maslow, A. (1968). Toward a Psychology of Being. New York, NY: Van Nostrand- 
Reinhold. 
 
Mason M. F., Norton M. I., Van Horn J. D., Wegner D. M., Grafton S. T., & Macrae C. N.  
(2007). Wandering minds: the default network and stimulus-independent 
thought. Science, 315, 393-395. 
 
McGuinness, R., (2013). Love me doodle –is doodling good for our brains. Metro [online].  
Retrieved from: http://metro.co.uk/2013/01/30/love-me-doodle-is-doodling-good-for 
-our-brains-3371766/ 
 
McNiff, S. (2008). Arts Based Research. In Knowles, J., & Cole, Ardra L. (eds.). Handbook of  
the arts in qualitative research: Perspectives, methodologies, examples and issues. Los 
Angeles, Calif.: Sage Publications. 
 
McRae, R. (1987). Creativity, divergent thinking and openness to experience. Journal of   
Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 1258-1265. 
 
Melone, M., & Rabino, G. (2014). The Creative Side of the Reflective  Planner. Updating the  
Schön’s Findings. Tema : Journal Of Land Use, Mobility And Environment, [Special 
issue]. June 2014, 
 
Miell, D., & Littleton, K. (eds.). (2004). Collaborative Creativity: Contemporary Perspectives,  
London: Free Association Books. 
 
 
 
 211 
 
Miles, C. (2007). Late nineteenth-century automatism and proto-cybernetic communication: the  
case of Austin Osman Spare. Paper presented at the Minds Bodies Machines, Birkbeck 
College, London, UK. Retrieved from https://fulgur.co.uk 
 
Mill, J. S. (1879). A system of logic, ratiocinative and inductive. [electronic resource] : being a  
connected view of the principles of evidence and the methods of scientific investigation. 
Vol. 2. London : Longmans, Green, and Co.   
 
Mitchell, C. (2011). Doing visual research. London, England: Sage Publications. 
 
Moran, S., & John-Steiner, V. (2004). How collaboration in creative work impacts identity and  
motivation. In D. Miell & K. Littleton (Eds.), Collaborative creativity: Contemporary 
perspectives (pp. 11-25). London: Free Association Books. 
  
Morris, L., Ma, M., & Wu, P. C. (2014). Agile innovation : the revolutionary approach to  
accelerate success, inspire engagement & ignite creativity. Hoboken, New Jersey : 
Wiley, 2014 
 
Mosing, M. A., Magnusson, P. K., Pedersen, N. L., Nakamura, J., Madison, G., & Ullén, F.  
(2012). Heritability of proneness for psychological flow experiences. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 53(5), 699-704. 
 
Mueller, C. M., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Praise for intelligence can undermine children's   
motivation and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 33-52. 
 
Nelson, B. D. (2007). Its Own Reward: A Phenomenological Study of Artistic Creativity.  
Journal Of Phenomenological Psychology, 38(2), 217-255. 
 
Neuman, W. L. (2006). Social Research Methods: qualitative and quantitative approaches.  
Boston: New Jersey: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Nusbaum, E.C., & Silvia, P. J. (2011). Are intelligence and creativity really so different?:  
Fluid intelligence, executive processes, and strategy use in divergent thinking. 
Intelligence, 39(1), 36-45. 
 
O’Mara, M. (2013). The Modern Art Doodle Book: Create Your Own Masterpiece. [self- 
published].  
 
O'Toole, J., & Beckett, D. (2010). Educational research: creative thinking and doing. South  
Melbourne, Vic.: Oxford University Press, 2010. 
 
Palmer, K., & Shepard, B. (2008). An art inquiry into the experiences of a family, of a child  
living with a chronic pain condition: A case study. Canadian Journal of Counselling / 
Revue Canadienne De Counseling, 42(1), 7-23. 
 
 
 212 
 
Pente, P. (2004). Reflections on artist/researcher/teacher identities: a game of cards. In  
R. Irwin, & A. de Cosson (Eds.). A/r/tography: Rendering self through arts-based living 
inquiry (pp. 91-102). Vancouver: Pacific Educational Press. 
 
Pink, S. (2001). Doing Visual Ethnography: Images, Media and Representation in Research.  
London: Sage Publications. 
 
Porter, N. (2003). L/I/N/E/S: Examining personal artistic process (Unpublished Masters’ 
thesis). Vancouver, BC: The University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada.  
 
Porter, N. (2004). Exploring the making of wonder: The A/r/tography model in a secondary art  
classroom. In R. L. Irwin and A. de Cosson (Eds.), A/r/tography: Rendering self through 
arts-based living inquiry (pp. 103-115). Vancouver, BC: Pacific Educational Press. 
 
Pourchier, N. M. (2010). Art as Inquiry: A Book Review of Being with A/r/tography. The  
Qualitative Report, 15(3), 740-745. Retrieved from 
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol15/iss3/16 
 
Ray, G. (2004). Another (art) world is possible, Third Text, 18(6), 565-572.  
 
Razzouk, R., & Shute, V. (n.d.). What Is Design Thinking and Why Is It Important? Review of  
Educational Research, 82(3), 330-348. 
 
Reinders, S. (1992). The experience of artistic creativity: A phenomenological psychological  
analysis. Dissertation Abstracts International, 52, 4512. 
 
Roberts, J., & Wright, S. (2004). Art and collaboration. Third Text, 18(6), 10-19.  
 
Robinson, K. (2006, February). Ken Robinson: Ken Robinson says schools kill creativity.  
[video file]. Retrieved from http://www.ted.com 
 
Robinson, K. (2008, June). Ken Robinson: Changing Paradigms. [video file]. Retrieved  
from https://www.thersa.org 
 
Robinson, K. (2009). Why Creativity Now? A Conversation with Sir Ken Robinson (A. M.  
Azzam, Interviewer), Educational Leadership, 67(1), 22-26. 
 
Robinson, K. (2010, October). Ken Robinson: Changing education paradigms. [video file].    
Retrieved from http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/en/ken_robinson_changing_education_ 
paradigms.html 
 
Robinson, K. (2011). Sir Ken Robinson, Creativity, Learning and the Curriculum [video file].  
London: Learning Without Frontiers. Retrieved from 
www.youtube.com/watch?feature=endscreenandNR=1andv=9X0CESnGQ8U 
 
 
 213 
 
Robinson, K., & Aronica, L. (2009). The element : how finding your passion changes  
everything. New York : Viking, 2009 
 
Roldan, J., & Marin-Viadel, R. (2014). Visual A/r/tography in art museums. Visual Inquiry, 3(2),  
172-188. 
 
Rolling, J. (2013). Arts-based research primer. New York: Peter Lang.  
 
Rotherham, A. J. & Willingham, D. (2009). 21st century skills: The challenges ahead.  
Educational Leadership, 67(1), 16-21. 
 
Roy, C., & Eales, J. (2010). Masks & mirrors: From autobiographical reflection to unmasking  
interdisciplinary collaboration. Reflective Practice, 11(4), 433-450. 
 
Runco, M. A. (1989). The creativity of children's art. Child Study Journal, 19, 177-189. 
 
Runco, M. A. (2006) Reasoning and personal creativity. In J. C. Kaufman & J. Baer (Eds.),  
Knowledge and reason in cognitive development (pp.99-106). Cambridge University 
Press.  
 
Runco, M. A. (2008). Commentary: Divergent thinking is not synonymous with creativity.  
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 2(2), 93-96. 
 
Runco, M. A. (2014) Creativity. [electronic resource] : Theories and Themes: Research,  
Development, and Practice. Burlington : Elsevier Science, 2014. 
 
Runco, M. A., & Acar, S. (2010). Do tests of divergent thinking have an experiential bias?  
Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity and the Arts, 4(3), 144-148. 
 
Runco, M. A., Dow, G., & Smith, W. (2006). Information, experience, and divergent thinking: An  
empirical test. Creativity Research Journal, 18, 269-277. 
 
Saff, D. (1980). Printmaking, The Collaborative Art. Art Journal, 39(3), 160-167. 
 
Samaras, A. (2011). Self-study teacher research : improving your practice through 
collaborative inquiry. Thousand Oaks, Calif. : SAGE, c2011. 
 
Sawyer, R. K. (2011). The Cognitive Neuroscience of Creativity: A Critical Review. Creativity  
Research Journal, 23(2), 137-154. 
 
Sawyer, R. K., (2012). Explaining creativity the science of human innovation (2nd ed.). New  
York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Schon, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New 
York: Basic Books. 
 
 214 
 
Schon, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner: Toward a new design for teaching and  
learning in the professions. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Schott, G. D. (2011). Doodling and the default network of the brain. The Lancet, 378(97),  
1133-1134. 
 
Sefton-Green, J., & Sinker, R. (2000). Evaluating creativity: Making and learning by young  
people. London; New York: Routledge. 
 
Selkrig, M., & Keamy, R.K. (2009) Beyond borderlanders: Universities extending their role in  
fostering creative partnerships within communities. International Journal of Learning, 
16(3), 185-196. 
 
Seung-A, A. J. (2011) “I Feel Present. Therefore I Experience Flow:” A Structural Equation  
Modeling Approach to Flow and Presence in Video Games, Journal of Broadcasting &  
Electronic Media, 55(1), 114-136. 
 
Schuck, S., & Russell, T. (2005). Self-study, critical friendship, and the complexities of teacher  
education. Studying Teacher Education, 1, 107-121. 
 
Silvia, P. J., Nusbaum, E.C., Berg, C., Martin, C., & O’Connor, A. (2009). Openness to  
experience plasticity, and creativity: Exploring lower-order, high-order, and interactive 
effects. Journal of Research in Personality, 43(6), 1087-1090. 
 
Silvia, P. J., Winterstein, B. P., Willse, J. T., Barona, C. M., Cram, J. T., Hess, K.I., Martinez, J.  
L. & Richard, C. A. (2008). Assessing creativity with divergent thinking tasks: Exploring 
the reliability and validity of new subjective scoring methods. Psychology of Aesthetics, 
Creativity, and the Arts, 2(2), 68 – 85. 
 
Smith, R. K., & Newman, G. E. (2014). When Multiple Creators Are Worse Than One: The  
Bias Toward Single Authors in the Evaluation of Art. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity 
& The Arts, 8(3), 303-310. 
 
Sowers, R. (1983). The myth of collaboration. American Craft, 43, 44-47. 
 
Springgay, S., Irwin, R. L., & Wilson Kind, S. (2005). A/r/tography as living inquiry through art  
and text. Qualitative Inquiry, 11(6), 897-912. 
 
Springgay, S., Irwin, R., Leggo, C., & Gouzouasis, P. (Eds). (2008). Being with a/r/tography.  
New York, NY: Sense Publishers.  
 
Starko, A. J, (2001). Creativity in the classroom, schools of curious delight. New Jersey:  
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. Introduction: Images, Methodologies, and 
Generating Social Knowledge. (2007). In G. C. Stanczak (Ed.), Visual Research 
Methods. (pp. 2-23). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  
 
 215 
 
Sternberg, R. J., Kaufman, J. C., & Grigorenko, E. L. (2008). Applied intelligence. Cambridge:  
Cambridge University Press.  
 
Sternberg, R. J., & Lubart, T. I. (1996). Investing in creativity. American Psychologist, 51,  
677-688. 
 
Sullivan, P. (2012). Qualitative data analysis using a dialogical approach. London; Thousand  
Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 
 
Teng, C. (2011). Who are likely to experience flow? Impact of temperament and character on  
flow. Personality and Individual Differences, 50(6), 863-868. 
 
Thomas, V. (2013). Indigenising research through A/r/tography: A case study of a collaborative  
filmmaking project in Papua New Guinea. UNESCO Multi-Disciplinary Journal in the 
Arts, 3(1), 1-14. 
 
Thomson, P., & Sefton-Green, J. (2011). Researching creative learning : methods and issues.  
London : Routledge, c2011. 
 
Torrance, E. P. (1963). Education and the creative potential. Minneapolis, Minnesota: The  
University of Minnesota Press.  
 
Torrance, E. P. (1995). Why fly: A philosophy of creativity. Norwood, New Jersey: Ablex  
Publishing Corporation. 
 
Torrance, E. P., & Myers, R. E. (1970). Creative learning and teaching. New York:  
Dodd, Mead & Company. 
 
Torrance, E. P., & Torrance, P., (1973) Is Creativity Teachable? Bloomington, Indiana: Phi  
Delta Kappa Educational Foundation.    
 
Vialle, W., & Botticchio, M. (2009). Creativity and flow theory: Reflections on the talent  
development of women. In J. Shi (Eds.), International Conference on the Cultivation and 
Education of Creativity and Innovation. 97-107. 
 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes.  
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
Wallach, M. A., & Kogan, N. (1965). Modes of thinking in young children. New York: Holt,  
Rinehart and Winston. 
 
Weibe, S., & Robinson, D. (2013). Becoming A/r/tographers. UNESCO Observatory Multi- 
Disciplinary Journal in the Arts, 3(2), 1-9. 
 
 
 
 216 
 
Weiner, E., Simpson, J. A., & Oxford University Press. (2004). The Oxford English  
dictionary. (2nd ed. / prepared by J.A. Simpson and E.S.C. Weiner. ed.). Clarendon 
Press; Melbourne. 
 
Wielgosz, M., & Imms, W., (2007). A Brief History of Creativity Research: Where to Now for Art  
Education?. Australian Art Education, 30(1), 47-67. 
 
Wright, S. (2004). The delicate essence of artistic collaboration. Third Text, 18(6), 533-545. 
 
Woodward, C. (1987). Art as Visual Language for Awareness of Self. Leonardo, 20(3), 225- 
229. 
 
Zhang, Y., & Candy, L. (2006). Investigating collaboration in art and technology.  
CoDesign, 2(4), 239-248. 
